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The Air National Guard (ANG) is proposing to close the Texas ANG’s 254th Combat Communications 
Group (254 CCG)’s Garland Air National Guard Station (ANGS) in Garland, Texas and terminate the 
licensing agreement between the Texas National Guard and the Federal Government under which the 
property is occupied. The proposed closure is not expected to have any significant adverse effects on the 
human environment or to generate significant controversy. Preparation of an environmental impact 
statement is not required. 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Closure of Garland Air National Guard Station 
254th Combat Communications Group 

Garland, Texas 

July 2009 

Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 
USC 4331 et seq.), the regulations of the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
that implement NEPA procedures (40 CFR 1500-1508), the United States Air Force's 
Environmental Impact Assessment Process Regulations at 32 CFR Part 989, and US Air Force 
Instruction 32-7061 (12 March 2003), the Air National Guard (ANG) has prepared an 
environmental assessment (EA) to assess the impacts on the human environment that would 
result from the proposed closure of the Texas ANG's 254th Combat Communications Group (254 
CCG)'s Garland ANG Station (ANGS) in Garland, Texas. The ANG operates Garland ANGS 
under license between the Texas National Guard and the Federal Government (specifically, the 
US Air Force, with the US Army Corps of Engineers as its agent), which leases the property 
from the City of Garland. The proposed closure consists of the termination of the licensing 
agreement with the Federal Government. The closure would be the final step in the planned 
relocation of the 254 CCG to Hensley ANGS, Dallas, Texas. The EA is incorporated by 
reference into this Finding ofNo Significant Impact (FONSI). 

1. Proposed Action 

The proposed action consists of closing Garland ANGS, that is, terminating the licensing 
agreement between the Texas National Guard and the Federal Government under which the 
ANG currently occupies and operates the site. Following the termination, the property would 
revert to the Federal Government, which could then either license it to another occupant, 
probably another military unit, or terminate its lease with the City of Garland. Upon vacating the 
property, the 254 CCG would leave all existing buildings, building systems, pavements, and 
other existing site improvements in their current condition. No demolition, modification, 
construction, or renovation activities by the ANG are included in the proposed action. 

The proposed action is needed because after the relocation of the 254 CCG to Hensley ANGS, 
the ANG will have no further use for Garland ANGS. The ANG's purpose is to avoid 
unnecessarily maintaining an unneeded real property asset, with the associated costs and risks. 

2. Alternatives 

Two alternatives are assessed in the EA: the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action 
Alternative. 
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Under the No Action Alternative, the Texas National Guard would not terminate its licensing 
agreement with the Federal Government. After the planned relocation to Hensley ANGS is 
complete, Garland ANGS would remain empty and unused. All existing facilities would remain 
in place. The ANG would provide minimal maintenance and oversight of the property. Because 
the Department of Defense (DoD), in good faith to the taxpayer, should not continue to lease a 
property without utilizing it to its maximum potential, the No Action Alternative is unreasonable. 
However, it is analyzed in the EA consistent with CEQ regulations. 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the ANG would proceed with the proposed action as 
described in Section 1 above. After the ANG submits a Declaration of Excess, the Federal 
Government would either transfer the lease to another Federal agency, if claimed in the excess 
process, or would terminate the lease. 

3. Impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative 

Safety 

The Proposed Action Alternative has no potential to result in significant adverse impacts on 
safety. It is not expected that the property would remain empty and unused for a long time after 
the 254 CCG's departure and any new entity that would take over the site is expected to 
implement the safety and security measures appropriate to the use it would make of the property. 

Air Quality 

Terminating the licensing agreement would have no air quality-related impacts, as it would involve 
no physical alteration (e.g., demolition, renovation) of the facilities. Until a new occupant takes 
control of the property, all existing emissions would cease, resulting in a small positive impact. In 
the longer term, it is likely that on-site release of air pollutants would resume as the property is 
prepared for reuse, then operated, by its new user. Temporary emissions would result from any 
construction or renovation operations that may be conducted to adapt the site to its new occupant's 
needs; long-term emissions would result from any vehicle and equipment operations by this 
occupant as well as from the heating and cooling of buildings. Considering the size of the property 
and the most likely reuse scenarios, no significant adverse impacts are expected. 

Noise 

Terminating the licensing agreement would have no impact on noise, as it would involve no 
physical alteration (e.g., demolition, renovation) of the facilities. Until a new occupant takes 
control of the property, all existing on-site noise would cease, resulting in a positive impact. In 
the longer term, it is likely that noise-producing activities would resume as the property is 
prepared for reuse, then operated, by its new occupant. Considering the size of the property and 
the most likely reuse scenarios, no significant adverse impacts are expected. 
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Land Use 

After the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS and the licensing agreement with the Federal 
Government is terminated, it is likely that Garland ANGS would remain empty while the Federal 
Government makes a decision about the lease. If the Federal Government does not terminate the 
lease with the City, the most likely future occupant of the site is expected to be a military unit 
with a mission broadly similar to the 254 CCG's. In this case, due to the size of the property and 
the restriction on the renovation or construction work that could be performed because of Federal 
capital investment guidelines, it can be expected that there would be no substantial change in 
land use. If the Federal Government terminates the lease, the City would determine the future use 
of the site consistent with its applicable planning and zoning policies, ensuring that the new land 
use is consistent with its surroundings. There would be no adverse impacts. 

Geological Resources 

No construction, demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would be conducted as part of 
the licensing agreement termination. Therefore, there would be no impacts to geological 
resources. In the long term, because the property is small, level, and already almost entirely 
developed, it is not expected that ground-disturbing activities to accommodate future users 
would result in any significant adverse impacts. 

Water Resources 

No construction, demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would be conducted as part of 
the licensing agreement termination. In the short term, the property would likely remain empty 
while the Federal Government makes a decision about the lease. It is expected that minimal 
maintenance, as needed, would be provided during that interim period, including maintenance of 
the stormwater drainage system. In the long term, because there are no bodies of water on or 
adjacent to the property, and because about 80 percent of the property is already impervious, it is 
not expected that the future reuse of the site would result in significant adverse impacts on water 
resources. 

Biological Resources 

Because the site is almost entirely developed and lacking in valuable habitat, the potential for 
short- or long-term adverse impacts to biological resources from the proposed action is minimal. 
In particular, due to the lack of appropriate habitat, it is not expected that any adverse effects to 
threatened or endangered species would occur. 

Transportation and Circulation 

All ANG-generated traffic on South Glenbrook Drive would cease after the 254 CCG vacates the 
installation. However, this small positive impact would be short in duration. Future reuse of the 
site would likely generate new traffic. If the Federal Government does not terminate the lease 
with the City, the most likely future occupant of the site would be a military unit with a mission 
broadly similar to the 254 CCG's. In this case, due to the size of the property and the restriction 

3 Finding of No Significant Impact 



Closure of Garland ANGS, Garland, TX 

on the renovation or construction work that could be performed because of Federal capital 
investment guidelines, it can be expected that there would be no substantial change in the density 
of the property and, consequently, no substantial change in the character and amount of traffic it 
generates relative to existing conditions. If the Federal Government terminates the lease, the City 
would determine the future use of the site consistent with applicable transportation planning 
policies. No significant adverse impacts on transportation are expected. 

Visual Resources 

If, after the 254 CCG leaves and the licensing agreement is terminated, the Federal Government 
does not terminate the lease with the City, the most likely future occupant of the site would be a 
military unit with a mission broadly similar to the 254 CCG's. In this case, it can be expected 
that there would be no substantial change in land use and the visual quality of the site would 
remain as it is now. If the Federal Government terminates the lease, the City would determine the 
future use of the site consistent with its applicable planning and zoning policies. No significant 
adverse visual impacts are expected. 

Cultural Resources 

As it departs, the 254 CCG would leave behind all existing buildings and structures in their 
current condition. This action includes no demolition, renovation, or other modifications to the 
existing facilities. After the termination of the licensing agreement, the property would remain 
under the control of the Federal Government. As part of its decision-making process with regard 
to the future of the property, the Federal Government would coordinate further with the Texas 
State Historic Preservation Office under Section 106, as required. As a result, the proposed 
action would have no adverse effect on cultural resources. 

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

After the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS, the property would remain vacant while the 
Federal Government makes a decision about the lease. Due to the likely short duration of this 
interim period, this would have no impact. Eventually, the property would be reused. Any future 
reuse of the site is expected to generate positive socioeconomic impacts from direct and indirect 
job creation. Considering the size of the site and the most likely reuse scenarios, however, these 
impacts are expected to be small. There would be no impacts under Executive Order (EO) 
12898, Environmental Justice, or EO 13045, Protection of Children. 

Hazardous Materials and Waste 

The existing aboveground storage tanks and other hazardous material and waste storage 
structures would be removed in compliance with applicable laws and regulations and with all 
necessary precautions to avoid accidental releases (this does not include the installation's sole 
operating oil/water separator, which would remain in place; prior to closing the installation, a 
final maintenance cleaning would be conducted to remove any remaining oil and/or sludge 
material). There are no contaminated sites in need of remediation on the installation. The 
departure of the 254 CCG would end the storage of hazardous materials and the production of 
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hazardous waste at the site. It is likely that the next user of the property would store hazardous 
materials and generate hazardous waste. However, any future site user is expected to comply 
with the Federal and State laws and regulations governing the storage and disposal of hazardous 
materials and waste, and no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Since the 254 CCG made the decision to move out of Garland ANGS in 2001, no significant 
projects have been implemented by the ANG at the installation and none are on-going or planned 
for the future. The closure of Garland ANGS and the termination of the licensing agreement 
would not involve any construction, demolition, or renovation activities, and has no potential to 
generate cumulative impacts. Given the size of the property and the character of the area where it 
is located - a settled suburban residential area with little room for large-scale construction or 
development projects - it is not expected that the future reuse of the site would result in 
significant adverse cumulative impacts. 

5. Public Notice 

NEP A, 40 CFR 1500-1508, and 32 CFR 989 require public review of the EA before approval of 
the FONSI and implementation of the proposed action. The Draft EA for this proposed action 
was sent to 23 Federal, State, and local agencies or tribal governments. A notice of availability 
for public review was published in the Dallas Morning News and the Garland News on May 14, 
2009. The Draft EA was made available for public review at a local public library. The public 
review period ran from May 14 through June 15, 2009. 

6. Finding of No Significant Impact 

After careful consideration of the information and analysis contained in the Final EA and other 
relevant factors, I find that implementation of the Proposed Action will not have a significant 
impact on the quality of the human or natural environment or generate significant controversy 
and, therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement will not need be prepared. This analysis 
fulfills the requirements ofNEPA and the CEQ regulations. 

~. 
rCRAIG ~REZAC, Lt Col, USAF 
A~-Q~f, Asset Management Division 
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 1-1 Introduction 

 

1  INTRODUCTION 
 
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential impacts on the human environment 
that would result from the proposed closure of the Texas Air National Guard (ANG)’s 254th 
Combat Communications Group (254 CCG)’s Garland ANG Station (ANGS) in Garland, Texas. 
The ANG operates Garland ANGS under license between the Texas National Guard and the 
Federal Government (specifically the US Air Force, with the US Army Corps of Engineers as its 
agent), which leases the property from the City of Garland. The proposed closure consists of the 
termination of the licensing agreement with the Federal Government, which could then either 
license the property to another occupant, probably a military unit, or terminate its lease with the 
City of Garland. The proposed closure of Garland ANGS and termination of the licensing 
agreement would be the final step in the planned relocation of the 254 CCG to Hensley ANGS, 
Dallas, Texas. 
 
The ANG has prepared this EA pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 USC 4331 et seq.), the regulations of the President’s Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) that implement NEPA procedures (40 CFR 1500-1508), the US 
Air Force’s Environmental Impact Assessment Process Regulations at 32 CFR Part 989, and US 
Air Force Instruction 32-7061 (12 March 2003). The information presented in this document will 
serve as the basis for deciding whether the proposed action would result in a significant impact to 
the environment, requiring the preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS), or 
whether no significant impacts would occur, in which case a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) would be appropriate. 
 
 
1.1  Purpose and Need 
 
1.1.1  Background 
 
The 254 CCG is a geographically separated unit of the Texas ANG. The 136th Airlift Wing (136 
AW), located in Fort Worth, Texas, is the host wing to the 254 CCG. The 254 CCG manages 
seven units in four states. One of these units, the 221st Combat Communications Squadron (221 
CBCS) is collocated with the 254 CCG at Garland ANGS; for the purposes of this document, the 
term “254 CCG” also refers to the 221 CBCS. 
 
The mission of the 254 CCG requires the installation, operation, and maintenance of mobile 
communication facilities in support of Air Combat Command operations and State emergencies. 
The 254 CCG repairs and maintains aerospace ground equipment, ground vehicles, and 
electronics equipment. These activities require large areas for vehicle and equipment laydown 
and movement. 
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In June 2001, the ANG completed an EA to evaluate the potential impacts of relocating the 254 
CCG from Garland ANGS to Hensley Field ANGS, Dallas, Texas, a leased area within the 
former Naval Air Station Dallas/Hensley Field (the Naval Air Station was closed in 1998). The 
proposed action evaluated in the EA included land acquisition (lease) at Hensley Field, facility 
renovation, and infrastructure improvements. 
 
The purpose and need for the proposed relocation as described in the 2001 EA was to remedy 
deficiencies, including undersized and aging facilities with associated parking and storage space 
shortages, which made Garland ANGS inadequate to support the 254 CCG’s mission. 
Additionally, the majority of the facilities at Garland ANGS do not meet Antiterrorism/Force 
Protection (AT/FP) requirements. Following the completion of the 2001 EA and issuance of the 
resulting FONSI, the ANG initiated a long-term lease agreement with the City of Dallas for its 
new facilities at Hensley Field and proceeded with the planned renovations and improvements. 
These are now nearing completion. Therefore, the 254 CCG is preparing to take the final step in 
its relocation project and vacate Garland ANGS. 
 
1.1.2  Purpose and Need 
 
The proposed action is needed because after the relocation of the 254 CCG to Hensley ANGS, 
the ANG will have no further use for Garland ANGS. The ANG’s purpose is to avoid 
unnecessarily maintaining an unneeded real property asset, with the associated costs and risks. 
 
 
1.2  Location 
 
Garland ANGS is located in the City of Garland, Dallas County, Texas, approximately 13 miles 
northeast of downtown Dallas (Figure 1-1). The installation occupies about 5.4 acres of land. 
The site is bordered by South Glenbrook Drive to the east, Central Park, a City of Garland public 
park, to the west and south, and Park Street to the north (see Figure 1-2). 
 
 
1.3  Summary of Environmental Study Requirements 
 
1.3.1  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
 
NEPA provides for the consideration of environmental issues in Federal agency planning and 
decision-making. Under NEPA, Federal agencies must prepare an environmental impact 
statement or an EA for any Federal action, except those actions that are determined to be 
“categorically excluded.” An EIS is prepared for those Federal actions that may significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment. An EA is a concise public document that serves to 
provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental 
impact statement. The EA includes brief discussions of the following: 
 

• The need for the proposal. 
• The alternatives (as required under Section 102 [2] [E] of NEPA). 
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• The environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives. 
• A listing of agencies and persons consulted. 

 
An EA results in either a FONSI or a decision to prepare an EIS. Should the ANG determine that 
the proposed action would have a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, an 
EIS would be prepared. 
 
1.3.2  Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for 
          Environmental Planning (IICEP) 
 
In compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the ANG has solicited comments from 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
(TPWD) concerning the potential impacts of the proposed action to biological resources, 
including rare, threatened, and endangered species. Letters were sent to both agencies on January 
27, 2009. The USFWS responded by email dated February 13, 2009, indicating that no further 
coordination is needed (see copy in Appendix A). In response to the letter, TPWD provided a 
statement of minimal impact to fish and wildlife, including threatened and endangered species, 
on February 25, 2009 (see copy in Appendix A). 
 
In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the ANG, by letter 
dated January 27, 2009, solicited comments from the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO). By letter dated March 3, 2009, the SHPO concurred that the proposed action would 
have no adverse effect (copy in Appendix A). Coordination letters were also sent to the three 
Federally-recognized Native American tribes in Texas, asking for information on potential tribal 
interests at or near Garland ANGS. One tribe, the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, responded 
that they expect no impacts from the proposed action (letter dated February 20, 2009; copy in 
Appendix A). In addition to the tribes already contacted, the Draft EA was sent to five tribes 
with historic connections to Texas (see Section 5.1.4) to further identify any potential tribal 
interest that might be affected by the proposed action. None of these tribes provided comments. 
 
The agencies to which the Draft EA was sent for review are listed in Chapter 5. Chapter 5 also 
contains a summary of the comments that were received. Full copies of these comments are in 
Appendix A. 
 
1.3.3  Air Conformity Requirements 
 
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 expanded the scope and content of the Clean 
Air Act’s conformity provisions. Under Section 176(c) of the CAAA, a project is in 
“conformity” if it corresponds to a state’s air quality implementation program’s purpose of 
eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) and achieving the expeditious attainment of these standards. 
Conformity requires that such activities do not: 
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 (1) Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standards in any area. 
(2) Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any 

area.  
(3) Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission 

reduction or other milestone in any area. 
 
The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has published final rules on general 
conformity (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) that apply to Federal actions in areas designated as being in 
nonattainment for any of the NAAQS. The rules specify de minimis emission levels by pollutant 
to determine the applicability of conformity requirements for a project. Currently, the area where 
the proposed action evaluated in this EA would take place, Garland in Dallas County, Texas, is 
in moderate non-attainment for ozone and in attainment for all the other NAAQS 
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2  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
 
2.1  Proposed Action 
 
2.1.1  Introduction 
 
CEQ regulations require an EA to contain a brief description of the proposed action as well as a 
description of alternatives, consistent with Section 102(2)(e) of NEPA. Agencies are directed to 
use “…the NEPA process to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions 
that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the environment” 
(40 CFR 1500.2[e]). Alternatives found not to be reasonable do not need to be evaluated in the 
EA. This chapter describes the proposed action and addresses alternatives, including the No 
Action Alternative. 
 
2.1.2  Proposed Activities 
 
The proposed action evaluated in this EA consists of closing Garland ANGS, that is, terminating 
the licensing agreement between the Texas National Guard and the Federal Government under 
which the ANG currently occupies and operates the site. Following the termination, the property 
would revert to the Federal Government, which could then either license it to another occupant, 
probably a military unit, or terminate its lease with the City of Garland. As indicated in Section 
1.1.1, the proposed closure is the last step in a relocation process of the 254 CCG to Hensley 
ANGS initiated in 2001.  
 
The proposed action evaluated in this EA does not include the permanent stationing of the 254 
CCG to Hensley ANGS. An EA for the unit’s relocation, including the renovation of facilities 
and infrastructure improvements at Hensley ANGS, was prepared by the ANG in June 2001. 
Any additional NEPA requirements pertaining to the move of the unit to this new location or the 
operation of the new facilities would be addressed in separate documentation, as needed. 
 
Upon vacating the property, the 254 CCG would leave all existing buildings, building systems, 
pavements, and other existing site improvements in their current condition. No demolition, 
modification, construction, or renovation activities by the ANG are included in the proposed 
action. 
 
2.1.2.1  Facilities 
 
Garland ANGS occupies approximately 5.4 acres on the western side of South Glenbrook Drive, 
adjacent to Central Park, a City of Garland public park with several ball-fields, in a 
predominantly residential part of Garland. The layout of the site is shown in Figure 2-1. The 
installation includes six buildings and a fueling station, with a parking lot on the northern side. 



Final Environmental Assessment  

Proposed Action and Alternatives 2-2 

Most of the site is paved, though there are small areas of maintained vegetation to the front and 
back of Building 1. A wooden gazebo with picnic tables is located between Building 1 and 
Building 3. Large areas in the southern portion of the installation are used for the outdoor storage 
of equipment. The property is surrounded by an eight-foot perimeter fence; day-to-day access is 
through an automated gate off South Glenbrook Drive. Summary information on the existing 
facilities is presented in Table 2-1. Photos 1 through 8 illustrate the current condition of the 
facilities. 
 

Table 2-1 
Garland ANGS Facilities 

 

Facility Number Size 
(Square Feet) Year Built Use 

1 26,064 1959 Headquarters/Communications-electronics training 

3 748 1967 Communications-electronics training shed 

4 7,220 1968 Warehouse supply 

5 7,668 1977 Vehicle maintenance 

6 N/A 1977 Vehicle fuel station (fuel tanks) 

7 225 1980 Hazardous material storage 

8 576 1996 Equipment and supply shed 
 
2.1.2.2  Personnel 
 
Currently, a total of eight active-duty personnel and 26 full-time civilian personnel work at 
Garland ANGS. One hundred and nineteen traditional personnel train at the site. All personnel 
are planned to relocate to Hensley ANGS, approximately 30 miles to the southwest, in the 
southwestern suburbs of Dallas, TX (see Figure 1-1), prior to the proposed closure and 
termination of the licensing agreement. 
 
 
2.2  Alternatives 
 
2.2.1  Alternatives Considered Previously for the Relocation 
 
In the 2001 EA, the 254 CCG considered alternatives to relocating to Hensley ANGS and closing 
Garland ANGS (the 2001 EA’s proposed action). These alternatives were to: (1) extend the lease 
area at Garland ANGS; (2) relocate to a different site (including the City of Sachse, 
approximately 17 miles northeast of Garland, and the City of Wiley, approximately 25 miles to 
the northeast); and (3) no action. The EA determined that: (1) extending the lease area would 
result in use restrictions imposed by the City of Garland; (2) relocating to either of the alternative 
locations considered would require extensive new construction and diminish the unit’s recruiting 
base; and (3) taking no action would leave the unit’s space deficiencies unresolved. For these 
reasons, the ANG made the decision to proceed with the proposed relocation to Hensley ANGS. 
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Figure 2-1 GarlandANGS- Existing Site Plan 
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Photo 1: Building 1 – East Facade 

Photo 2: Building 1 – South Side 
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Photo 4: Building 4 – Northwest Corner 

Photo 3: Buildings 1 (Left) and 3 (Right); Wooden Gazebo (Center) 
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Photo 5: Building 5 – North Side 

Photo 6: Fuel Island 
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Photo 7: Building 7 – East Side 

Photo 8: Building 8 – East Side 
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Since then, renovation and infrastructure improvement activities have proceeded to prepare for 
the move of the 254 CCG to its new facilities, which are almost ready. At this stage, an 
alternative that would not complete the proposed relocation would be unreasonable; therefore, no 
such alternatives are considered further in this EA. 
 
2.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
This EA evaluates the Proposed Action Alternative, which consists of closing Garland ANGS 
and terminating the licensing agreement under which the 254 CCG currently occupies and 
operates the property. The 254 CCG would vacate the premises, leaving in place all existing 
buildings and building systems in their current state, minus the unit’s equipment and other 
movable property. No demolition, renovation, or modification of any of the existing facilities and 
improvements would take place. After the ANG submits a Declaration of Excess, the Federal 
Government would either transfer the lease to another Federal agency, if claimed in the excess 
process, or would terminate the lease. 
 
In the first case, it is probable that the new occupant would be a military unit (Texas Army 
National Guard units have shown an interest in the property) with a mission broadly similar to 
the 254 CCG’s. Since the existing lease and license arrangements are due to expire in 2023, this 
would be a short-term scenario. Under Federal guidelines, capital investments for any needed 
construction or renovation would be prohibited due to the brevity of the remaining lease and 
license time; therefore, it is not expected that the property would be significantly altered by the 
new occupant. In the second case, the City of Garland would plan for the reuse of the property 
consistent with its planning and zoning policies. It is probable that the property would be used to 
support the adjacent city park (Central Park), which was its function before it was leased out. 
 
The final decision about the lease belongs to the Federal Government, which is the lease-holder. 
After the 254 CCG leaves and the licensing agreement is terminated, the Federal Government 
will make a decision about licensing the property to another entity or terminating the lease. 
Additional environmental documentation will be prepared if and as required. 
 
2.2.3  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the licensing agreement with the Federal Government would 
not be terminated. After the planned relocation to Hensley ANGS is complete, Garland ANGS 
would remain empty and unused for the remainder of the lease period (that is, through 2023), 
after which responsibility for the property would default to the City of Garland. All existing 
facilities and improvements would remain in place. The ANG would provide only minimal 
maintenance and oversight of the property. Under this alternative, the ANG would remain 
responsible for a property it does not need or occupy, and would incur unnecessary costs and 
risks while preventing either the Federal Government or the City of Garland from using the 
property in a productive manner. The Department of Defense (DoD), in good faith to the 
taxpayer, should not continue to lease a property without utilizing it to its maximum potential; 
therefore, the No Action Alternative cannot be considered reasonable. However, this EA 
evaluates the impacts of this alternative, consistent with CEQ’s NEPA regulations. 
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3  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
 
Consistent with CEQ’s regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500), this chapter 
describes existing conditions in the area that would be affected by the proposed action and 
alternatives. This area primarily consists of Garland ANGS and its immediate surroundings. For 
some categories of potential impacts, a larger area, e.g., Dallas County, is considered. 
 
 
3.1  Safety 
 
Garland ANG is a limited-access facility surrounded by an eight-foot chain-link fence topped by 
barbed wire and accessible only by authorized vehicles through a gate with an electronic keypad 
located off South Glenbrook Drive. All visitors are either accompanied or monitored by 
installation personnel while on site. 
 
No explosives or other high-risk materials are stored or used on the installation. Department of 
Defense (DoD) Anti-Terrorism and Force Protection (AT/FP) standards must be incorporated 
into all inhabited new construction and major renovation work funded under the Military 
Construction process. Standoff distance must be coupled with appropriate building hardening to 
provide the necessary level of protection to personnel. Applicable standards are detailed in 
United Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-020-01. The existing facilities at Garland ANGS predate the 
establishment of the current standards and are not in full compliance with these standards. 
 
 
3.2  Air Quality 
 
This section addresses regulated ambient air pollutants and summarizes the amount of pollutant 
emissions from the 254 CCG’s operations at Garland ANGS. 
 
3.2.1  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 
The US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), under the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) as 
amended in 1977 and 1990, has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
for six criteria pollutants (40 CFR 50): carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone 
(O3), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). The NAAQS 
include primary and secondary standards. The primary standards were established at levels 
sufficient to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards 
were established to protect the public welfare from the adverse effects associated with pollutants 
in the ambient air. The primary and secondary standards are presented in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 
Primary Standard Secondary Standard 

Pollutant and Averaging Time 
μg/m3 ppm μg/m3 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 
   8-hour concentration 
   1-hour concentration 

 
10,0001 
40,0001 

 
91 
351 

 
- 
- 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
   Annual arithmetic mean 

 
100 

 
0.053 

 
Same as primary 

Ozone 
   8-hour concentration 

 
- 

 
0.0752 

 
Same as primary 

Particulate Matter 
   PM2.5: 
     Annual arithmetic mean 
     24-hour maximum 
   PM10: 
     24-hour concentration 

 
 
153 
354 
 
1501 

 
 
- 
- 
 
- 

 
 
 
Same as primary 
 
 

Lead  
   3-month arithmetic mean 

 
1.55 

 
- 

 
Same as primary 

Sulfur Dioxide 
   Annual arithmetic mean 
   24-hour concentration 
   3-hour concentration 

 
- 
- 
- 

 
0.03 
0.141 
- 

 
- 
- 
- 

 
- 
- 
0.501 

Notes: 
1  Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
2  3-year average of the 4th highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration may not exceed 0.075 ppm. 
3  Based on 3-year average of annual averages.  
4  Based on 3-year average of annual 98th percentile values. 
5  Based on rolling 3-month averages over a 3-year period. 
 
Source: 40 CFR 50.  

 
3.2.2  National Ambient Air Quality Standards Attainment Status 
 
Areas that meet the NAAQS for a criteria pollutant are designated in attainment; areas where a 
criteria pollutant level exceeds the NAAQS are designated in nonattainment. O3 nonattainment 
areas are categorized based on the severity of their pollution problem - marginal, moderate, serious, 
severe, or extreme. CO and PM10 nonattainment areas are categorized as moderate or serious. 
Where insufficient data exist to determine an area’s attainment status, it is designated unclassifiable 
(or in attainment). The proposed action would take place in Garland, Dallas County, Texas, an 
area that is currently designated a moderate non-attainment area for O3 and an attainment area 
for all other NAAQS. 
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3.2.3  General Conformity 
 
The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 expand the scope and content of the act's 
conformity provisions in terms of their relationship to a State Implementation Plan. Under Section 
176(c) of CAAA, a project is in “conformity” if it corresponds to a State Implementation Plan’s 
purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS and 
achieving the expeditious attainment of the standards. Conformity further requires that such 
activities would not: 
 
 (1) Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standards in any area. 
 (2) Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any 

area. 
 (3) Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reduction 

or other milestone in any area. 
 
The USEPA published final rules on general conformity (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 in the Federal 
Register on November 30, 1993) that apply to Federal actions in areas designated in 
nonattainment or maintenance for any of the criteria pollutants under the CAAA. The rules 
specify de minimis emission levels by pollutant to determine the applicability of conformity 
requirements for a project. In this case, since the project area is located in a moderate non-
attainment area for O3, the de minimis criterion is 100 tons per year (tpy) for the O3 precursor 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC). 
 
3.2.4  Air Emission Inventory 
 
In 2008, a Final 2006 Air Emission Inventory was prepared for the 254 CCG. The purpose of this 
document was to calculate the actual and potential emissions resulting from the unit’s activities to 
determine the installation’s minor or major source status with respect to Title V of the CAA; and to 
assess the installation’s compliance with applicable Federal and State air quality rules and 
regulations. The 254 CCG is not required to hold any air permit from the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality. 
 
3.2.4.1  Stationary Sources 
 
The Title V Operating Permit Program establishes air permitting requirements for stationary 
sources considered major sources. A major source is one with the potential to emit criteria 
pollutants in excess of designated thresholds. Actual and potential emissions from the operations 
of the 254 CCG at Garland ANGS are summarized in Table 3-2. Table 3-2 also shows the major 
source threshold applying to each pollutant in a moderate non-attainment area for O3. Stationary 
emission sources at the installation include heating units, diesel generators, fuel storage and transfer, 
and use of pesticides, degreasers, and other chemicals. In summary, Garland ANGS is not a major 
source since its emissions are well below the thresholds; Title V operating permit requirements 
do not apply. 
 



Final Environmental Assessment 

Existing Environment 3-4 

Table 3-2 
Estimated Emissions 

 
Emissions (Tons per year) 

Stationary Sources Pollutant 
Actual Potential Major Source 

Thresholds 
Mobile Sources 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 0.1 1.2 100 1.5 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 0.6 4.2 100 0 
Particulate Matter 

(PM10) 
0.05 0.3 100 0.03 

Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

0.05 0.3 --1 0.03 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 0.04 0.2 100 0.002 
Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOC) 0.3 0.5 100 0.4 

Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (HAPs) 0.1 0.1 25 0.2 

Source: ANG, March 2008, Revised June 2008 
1. There is no Title V threshold for PM2.5. Emissions are provided for information purposes only. 

 
3.2.4.2  Mobile Sources 
 
Mobile emissions are not included in a Title V determination; however, they generally are a 
substantial component of an installation’s total emissions. Mobile emission sources at Garland 
ANGS include on-road and off-road unit-owned vehicles and on-road commuter vehicles. The on-
road unit-owned vehicles are a mix of light- and heavy-duty gasoline- and diesel-powered vehicles. 
Private vehicles include vehicles owned by both daily employees and weekend personnel. In 
addition, there are at the installation multiple types of off-road vehicles and equipment, such as 
gardening maintenance equipment and towing equipment. Emissions from mobile sources are 
summarized in Table 3-2.  
 
 
3.3  Noise 
 
Garland ANGS is located in a suburban part of Garland, along South Glenbrook Drive, a four-
lane road that serves the surrounding neighborhoods. Noise levels in the area are typical of such 
an environment. The primary source of noise both on and off the installation is motor vehicle 
operations. Additional noise sources at the installation include the occasional operation of 
generators and other ground equipment. Garland ANGS is surrounded by noise-sensitive land 
uses: a public park to the west and residential neighborhoods to the north and east. 
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3.4  Land Use 
 
“Land use” describes how a given parcel of land or an area is used and the type of functions and 
structures it supports. Examples of land uses include residential, industrial, agricultural, or 
recreational. 
 
Land uses around Garland ANGS are those typically found in suburban areas: low-density, 
single-family home residential to the east and north; and recreational to the west and south 
(Central Park, with several baseball fields and tennis courts as well as supporting facilities and 
parking lots). The installation itself can be described as light industrial, a use not fully consistent 
with its surroundings. The property was originally leased by the City to the Federal Government 
in 1956; its use by the ANG began in 1959. In 1974, the leased area was extended from the 
original 3.7 acres to the current 5.4 acres. South Glenbrook Drive and the Santa Fe railroad line 
separate the installation from the neighborhoods to the east. 
 
 
3.5  Geological Resources 
 
The resources addressed in this section include the geology, topography, and soils of the project 
area and its immediate surroundings. 
 
Garland ANGS is located within the Blackland Prairies physiographic region. The prairies are 
areas that have developed on outcrops of calcareous clays or chalk. The Blackland Prairies 
region forms the interior portion of the northern Texas Coastal Plain. This region is underlain by 
limy clays, marls, and chalk beds of the Upper Cretaceous. The installation sits on Upper 
Cretaceous Austin Chalk, the most weathering-resistant component. Terrain at the installation is 
generally flat and devoid of significant topographic features. Land elevation is approximately 
570 feet above sea level. Based on the most recent data available from the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, the dominant soil types on the installation are Houston Black-urban land 
complex and Lewisville-urban land complex. The Houston Black series consists of very deep, 
moderately well-drained soils, very slowly permeable and level to gently sloping. The Lewisville 
series consists of very deep, well-drained, moderately permeable soils, from nearly level to 
strongly sloping. The urban land designation indicates land covered by pavements and buildings.  
 
 
3.6  Water Resources 
 
Water resources include bodies of surface water (e.g., streams, lakes) as well as subsurface water 
(groundwater). Also considered in this section are stormwater, floodplains, and wetlands. 
 
There are no natural or artificial bodies of surface water on, or immediately adjacent to, Garland 
ANGS. The closest such body is Duck Creek, which runs along the western edge of Central 
Park, approximately 1,000 feet west of the installation. Duck Creek flows southward toward 
Lake Ray Hubbard and the Trinity River. 
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Approximately 80 percent of Garland ANGS is paved or built, and is, therefore, impervious. 
Because of the nearly level topography, drainage is relatively slow. The runoff from the 
installation is controlled by curbs, gutters, and catch basins; it eventually discharges into the City 
of Garland’s municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4), which carries it to Duck Creek. 
Runoff from the northern and central portions of the ANGS is channeled to a catch basin located 
north of Building 5. This catch basin, which has a gate valve to control spills, connects to the 
City’s MS4 outside the fence. Runoff from the southern part of the station flows to the south 
through a separate drain that connects to the stormwater system and a discharge outfall in Central 
Park. 
 
Garland ANGS does not require a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit, as runoff is disposed of through the City of Garland’s MS4 (for this service, the ANG 
pays a stormwater drainage fee to the City). The installation does not meet the applicability 
requirements for an industrial stormwater permit. 
 
Garland ANGS is within the boundaries of the Trinity Aquifer system. The Trinity Aquifer 
underlies approximately 41,000 square miles, from south central Texas to southeastern 
Oklahoma; it also extends into a small area of southwestern Arkansas. The aquifer consists of 
inter-bedded sandstone, sand, limestone, and shale of Cretaceous age. The aquifer recharges 
mostly through precipitation and seepage from streams and lakes.  
 
Garland ANGS is not located within a floodplain, as evidenced by Flood Insurance Rates Map 
(FIRM) 48113C0220K, available from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). It 
is well outside the floodplain associated with Duck Creek. 
 
There are no wetlands on the installation or adjacent to it. 
 
 
3.7  Biological Resources 
 
Biological resources include animals and plants as well as their habitats. Because approximately 
80 percent of Garland ANGS is paved and developed, the installation contains almost no 
biological resources. The only vegetation consists of ornamental lawns, trees, and bushes in front 
of Building 1 as well as a short row of mature trees (oaks [Quercus spp.] and maples [Acer spp.]) 
between the western side of the same building and the perimeter fence. Consequently, the 
installation contains no natural habitat for wildlife species. Due to the vicinity of Central Park 
and Duck Creek, some of the most common urban species – e.g., squirrels, mice, raccoons – are 
likely to be occasionally present on the property, either passing through or foraging at night. The 
installation’s few mature trees offer some perching, and possibly limited nesting, habitat for 
birds. In general, however, biological resources at Garland ANGS are negligible. 
 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) website indicates that six species (all birds) listed 
as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) may occur in Dallas 
County: 
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• Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) (the Bald Eagle was de-listed in July 2007, 
though the species continues to be protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The Bald Eagle is also listed as threatened by 
the State of Texas) 

• Black-capped Vireo (Vireo atricapilla) 
• Golden-cheeked Warbler (Dendroica chrysoparia) 
• Least Tern (Sterna antillarum athalassos) 
• Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) 
• Whooping Crane (Grus americana) 

 
The Golden Vireo favors rangelands with scattered clumps of shrubs separated by open 
grassland. Golden-cheeked Warblers nest only in central Texas’ mixed ashe-juniper and oak 
woodlands in ravines and canyons. The other species are found near shorelines or large bodies of 
water. As indicated above, there is virtually no habitat of any sort on Garland ANGS, including 
habitat for those listed species. 
 
In addition to the Federally-listed species above, several species listed as threatened or 
endangered by the State of Texas occur in Dallas County. They include: 
 

• American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) 
• Arctic Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius) 
• White-faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi) 
• Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) 
• Alligator snapping turtle (Macrochelys temminckii) 
• Texas garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis annectens) 
• Timber/canebrake rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus) 

 
Of these species, only the Peregrine Falcon, which is found in a wide range of habitats during 
migration, including urban environments, might occasionally and temporarily be present on or in 
the vicinity of the installation. The other species, with the exception of the timber/canebrake 
rattlesnake, require habitats that comprise either bodies of water or wetlands. The 
timber/canebrake rattlesnake is found in a wider range of habitats, but generally not in urbanized 
environments. Garland ANGS has no habitat that could accommodate any of these species. 
 
 
3.8  Transportation and Circulation 
 
This section addresses access to Garland ANGS. Because of the small size of the installation, 
internal circulation is not considered. 
 
Access to Garland ANGS is via South Glenbrook Drive, a local road that runs between Main 
Street to the North and Centerville Road to the south. From Main Street down to Miller Road, 
south of the installation, South Glenbrook Drive is four lanes wide. South of Miller Road, it has 
two lanes. Traffic counts are available for portions of South Glenbrook Drive: between Avenue 



Final Environmental Assessment 

Existing Environment 3-8 

D and Miller Road (the segment that includes Garland ANGS), a total daily volume of 7,516 
vehicles was recorded in 2005.  
 
There are open parking areas along the western side of the road adjacent to, to the northeast of, 
and to the south of, the installation. Garland ANGS has personnel and visitor vehicle parking just 
inside the gate, north of Building 1. Another gate provides access to the southern half of the 
installation for larger vehicles and moving equipment. 
 
 
3.9  Visual Resources 
 
The term “visual resources” refers to aesthetic values and the manner in which a facility 
contributes to, or detracts from, an area or neighborhood’s appearance and visual quality. 
 
The area around Garland ANGS is visually dominated by South Glenbrook Drive, adjacent 
parking lots, the Santa Fe railroad tracks on the east side of the road, and the ballfields and 
grassy areas of Central Park to the west. Vegetation and distance largely hide the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. The ANGS facilities are aesthetically unremarkable one-story brick, 
concrete, or metal-sided structures, partly visible from the road or the park through the chain-link 
fence, as are the open parking areas in the middle of the installation and the equipment and 
vehicles parked there. Visually, the ANGS can be characterized as a light industrial compound, 
not entirely compatible with the adjacent recreational uses. 
 
 
3.10  Cultural Resources 
 
Cultural resources include archaeological and architectural sites that provide essential 
information to understand the prehistory and historical development of the United States. Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires Federal agencies to 
integrate consideration of historic preservation issues into the early stages of their planning 
projects. Under Section 106, the head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction 
over a proposed Federal or Federally-financed undertaking is required to account for the effects 
of this action on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Eligibility determinations are based on 
National Register criteria, summarized in Table 3-3. In each state, the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) advises and assists Federal agencies in carrying out their Section 106 
responsibilities. In Texas, this role belongs to the Texas Historical Commission, whose executive 
director is the designated SHPO.  
 
3.10.1  Architectural and Archaeological Resources 
 
Before the construction of the ANG facilities, what is now Garland ANGS was undeveloped 
parkland owned by the City of Garland. In 1956, the City leased a 3.7-acre portion of the 
Municipal Park to the Federal Government on behalf of the Texas National Guard. Construction 
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for, and use by, the ANG began in 1959. The unit that first occupied the site was the 221st Radio 
Relay Squadron, formed in 1952. In 1974, the City of Garland signed a new lease with the 
Federal Government for the original 3.7 acres plus additional acreage, for the full 5.4 acres 
currently comprised in the property. 
 
The construction dates of the existing facilities range from 1959 for Building 1 to 1996 for 
Building 8 (construction dates are detailed in Table 2-1). Building 1 has reached the National 
Register fifty-year threshold, and may potentially be eligible for listing in the Register if it meets 
the criteria listed in Table 3-3 (36 CFR 60.4, Part I). With the exception of Building 8, the other 
existing buildings pre-date the end of the Cold War (1989) and may be eligible as Cold War-
related resources if they meet the “exceptional importance” criterion (36 CFR 60.4, Part II). 
 
Because development of the site began in 1959 and the property is almost entirely paved or built, 
indicating extensive soil disturbance throughout, the installation has low potential to contain 
intact archaeological resources. 
 
3.10.2  Sites of Interest to Native American Tribes 
 
The 1999 Department of Defense American Indian and Alaska Native Policy recognizes the 
“importance of increasing understanding and addressing tribal concerns, past, present, and 
future” and states that “these concerns should be addressed prior to reaching decisions on matters 
that may have the potential to significantly affect protected tribal resources, tribal rights, or 
Indian lands.” Based on this policy, DoD must consult with tribes when its proposed actions may 
have the potential to significantly affect Indian lands, treaty rights, or other tribal interests 
protected by statute, regulation, or executive order. 
 
Coordination letters were sent to the three Federally-recognized Native American tribes in 
Texas, asking for information on potential tribal interests at or near Garland ANGS. One tribe, 
the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, responded that they expect no impacts from the proposed 
action (letter dated February 20, 2009; copy in Appendix A). In addition to the tribes already 
contacted, this Draft EA is being sent to five tribes with historic connections to Texas (see 
distribution list in Appendix A) to request further information on any tribal interest that might be 
affected by the proposed action. 
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Table 3-3 
Criteria for Historic Significance 

 

36 CFR 60.4, Part I 
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and: 
 
A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 
 
B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
 
C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 
 
D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

36 CFR 60.4, Part II 
Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, or graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious 
institutions or used for religious purposes, structures that have been moved from their original 
locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and 
properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be considered 
eligible for the National Register. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts 
of districts that do meet the criteria or if they fall within the following categories: 
 
A. A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or 
historical importance; or 
 
B. A building or structure removed from its original location but which is significant primarily for 
architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with a historic 
person or event; or 
 
C. A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no appropriate 
site or building directly associated with his productive life; or 
 
D. A cemetery which derives its primary significance from graves or persons of transcendent 
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic events; 
or 
 
E. A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and presented 
in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other building or 
structure with the same association has survived; or 
 
F. A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value has 
invested it with its own exceptional significance; or 
 
G. A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance. 
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3.11  Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
 
Garland ANGS is located in the City of Garland, in Dallas County, TX. In 2000, Dallas County 
reported a total of 20,851,820 residents. Census Bureau estimates for 2006 show an increase of 
almost 13 percent since 2000, to 23,507,783. In 2000, Garland reported 215,768 inhabitants; 
2006 estimates indicate a very small increase, one percent, to 217,963. The ANGS is within 
Census Tract (CT) 187. In 2000, a total of 6,300 persons lived in this census tract, or about 2.9 
percent of the population of Garland. (No post-2000 estimates are available for census tracts.) 
This information is summarized in Table 3-4. 
 

Table 3-4 
Demographic Profile 

 

Area 2000 Population 2006 Population 
Estimate Increase 

Dallas County 20,851,820 23,507,783 13%
Garland 215,768 217,963 1%
CT 187 6,300 N/A N/A
Source: Census Bureau, American FactFinder 
<http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en> 

 
Signed on February 11, 1994, Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs all Federal 
departments and agencies to incorporate environmental justice considerations in achieving their 
mission. Each Federal department or agency is to accomplish this by conducting programs, 
policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the environment in a manner that 
does not exclude communities from participation in, deny communities the benefits of, nor 
subject communities to discrimination under such actions because of their race, color, or national 
origin. 
 
According to CEQ guidance on EO 12898, “minority populations should be identified where 
either: (a) the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority 
population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population 
percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis […] Low-
income populations in an affected area should be identified using the annual statistical poverty 
thresholds from the Bureau of the Census.” 
 
According to Census 2000 data, presented in Table 3-5, in 2000, 65.3 percent of the population 
of Garland identified as White; 11.9 percent identified as Black; and 7.9 percent as Asian. Other 
races comprised 14.9 percent of the population. Hispanics or Latinos (of any race) represented 
25.6 percent of the City’s residents. The corresponding numbers for CT 187 were: 65.8 percent 
White; 3.4 percent Black; 0.3 Asian; 30.5 percent other race; and 56.9 percent Hispanics or 
Latinos. Thus, the census tract had proportionately many more Hispanic residents than the City 
as a whole, and Hispanics made up more than half the tract’s population. On this basis, the 
community around Garland ANGS qualifies as an Environmental Justice community. CT 187 
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also qualifies as an Environmental Justice community when compared to the State of Texas as a 
whole, as shown in Table 3-5. 
 
With regard to income, the median household income reported in 2000 for Texas was $39,927; 
for the City of Garland, it was $49,156; for CT 187, $35,589. The percentage of persons below 
poverty in Texas was 15.9 percent; in Garland, it was 8.9 percent; and in CT 187, it was 16.9 
percent. Thus, the census tract also qualifies as an Environmental Justice Community on 
economic grounds relative both to Garland and to the State of Texas as a whole. 
 

Table 3-5 
Ethnic, Economic, and Age Characteristics 

 
Characteristic CT 187 Garland Texas 

White 65.8% 65.3% 71%

Black 3.4% 11.9% 11.5%

Asian 0.3% 7.9% 2.7%

Other Race(s) 30.5% 14.9% 14.8%

Hispanic 56.9% 25.6% 32%

Median Household Income $35,589 $49,156 $39,927

Persons Below Poverty 16.9% 8.9% 15.4%

Persons Under 18 31% 29.8% 28.2%
Source: Census Bureau, American FactFinder <http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en> 

 
EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, was 
signed on April 21, 1997. Because the scientific community has recognized that children may 
suffer disproportionately from environmental health and safety risks, the EO directs Federal 
agencies to identify and assess such risks, and consequently to ensure that its policies, programs, 
activities, and standards address effects on children. “Environmental health and safety risks” are 
defined as “risks to health or to safety that are attributable to products or substances that the child 
is likely to come in contact with or ingest.” Regulatory actions that are affected by this EO are 
those substantive actions that involve an environmental health risk or safety risk that an agency 
has reason to believe may disproportionately affect children.  
 
In 2000, 29.8 percent of Garland’s residents were under 18 years of age (see Table 3-5). In CT 
187, it was 31 percent. In both cases, the percentage was similar to that for the State of Texas as 
a whole (28.2 percent). Thus, the area around Garland ANGS does not appear to be home to a 
disproportionately high number of children. Additionally, there are no schools, daycare centers, 
or other facilities specifically catering to children near the installation. However, Central Park, 
adjacent to the ANGS, has several baseball fields and other recreational facilities that are likely 
to regularly draw a number of children and youths to the area. 
 
 



Closure of Garland ANGS, Garland, TX 

 3-13 Existing Environment 

3.12  Hazardous Materials and Waste 
 
This section addresses hazardous materials (substances with strong physical properties of 
ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity that may threaten human and environmental 
health) and hazardous waste (waste in any form that poses a substantial present or potential 
hazard to human health or the environment). The operations of the 254 CCG at Garland ANGS 
require the use and storage of a range of petroleum products and regulated hazardous materials; 
in turn, some of these operations generate hazardous waste, the storage and disposal of which 
also is regulated. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 is the Federal 
Government’s primary tool for controlling hazardous waste and protecting the public’s health 
from its potential effects. The act establishes a regulatory process that controls hazardous waste 
from “cradle to grave.” All facilities that generate, store, treat, or dispose of hazardous waste are 
required to be aware of the applicable USEPA standards and must comply with these standards. 
To document its procedures to handle hazardous waste, the 254 CCG has prepared a Hazardous 
Waste Management Plan, dated January 2001. Also, in compliance with Air Force Instruction 
32-7066, Environmental Baseline Surveys in Real Estate Transactions, in 2004, the 254 CCG 
prepared an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) last re-certified in 2007, to support decisions 
related to real property, including the proposed closure of the installation. The information 
contained in this section is primarily derived from these documents.  
 
3.12.1 Hazardous Materials and Petroleum Products 
 
Hazardous materials on Garland ANGS are stored in appropriate locations such as steel or poly 
drums and flammable storage cabinets. They include such products as cleaners, solvents, 
adhesives, aerosol paints, paint thinners, Freon, antifreeze, and batteries. 
 
The installation also stores petroleum products such as lubricants and oils (drums, bottles, cans); 
used oils (500-gallon double-walled steel tank); diesel fuel (2,000-gallon double-walled steel 
tank; 1,200-gallon capacity M49 refueler vehicle; two 500-gallon portable aluminum fuels tanks; 
mobile generators); unleaded gasoline (1,000-gallon double-walled steel tank); cleaning solvent 
(two parts washers); dielectric oil (electrical transformers); and one 100-gallon bowser for 
contaminated diesel fuel. Procedures to prevent and remedy spills are detailed in the 
installation’s Oils and Hazardous Substances Spill Prevention and Response Plan, last updated 
in July 2007.  
 
3.12.2  Hazardous Waste 
 
Garland ANGS is regulated as a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator (CESQG) and 
maintains USEPA Identification Number TXD000633438. Three hazardous waste generation 
streams have been identified at the installation and are listed in Table 3-6. 
 



Final Environmental Assessment 

Existing Environment 3-14 

Table 3-6 
Hazardous Waste Generation Streams at Garland ANGS 

 
Source Hazardous Waste 

Radio Shop Operations • Used batteries  
• Decontaminating agent detector kits 
• Chemical agent skin decontamination kits Readiness Operations 
• Chemical mask filters 
• Waste paints and thinners 
• Respirator filter cartridges 
• Aerosol cans 
• Antifreeze waste 

Paint Booth 

• Safety Kleen Solvent 
Source: Hazardous Waste Management Plan, January 2001 

 
A satellite accumulation area is where waste is initially accumulated under the control of the 
shop supervisor of the process generating the waste. The maximum volume of hazardous waste 
permitted is 55 gallons or 1 quart of acute waste on the P-List (40 CFR 261.33). Once either of 
these limits is exceeded, excess waste must be moved to a designated hazardous waste 
accumulation site. There are no hazardous waste accumulation sites or permitted hazardous 
waste storage facilities on Garland ANGS. Hazardous waste is collected from the satellite 
accumulation area and transported directly to a permitted treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) 
facility or to a universal waste destination facility (in the case of universal waste, a category of 
hazardous waste with less stringent requirements). 
 
3.12.3  Environmental Restoration Program 
 
The Department of Defense designed the Environmental Restoration (ER) program to evaluate 
potential problems associated with past waste disposal, releases, and spills. The goal of the 
program is to identify potentially contaminated sites, confirm the presence or absence of 
contamination, evaluate potential cleanup remedies, and implement the selected remedies. 
 
Following a preliminary assessment of the installation under the program, one ER site was 
identified at Garland ANGS in 1990: Site 1- Station Drainage Area and Fence Line. 
Investigation showed that from the 1950s through mid-1970s, small amounts of waste oil, 
solvents, paints, and thinners were periodically poured along the fence line east of Building 4 to 
control vegetation. A similar vegetation-control method was used along the fence on the west 
side of the installation. 
 
In addition, several small spills (less than 40 gallons) involving diesel and gasoline were found to 
have occurred south of Building 5, killing the vegetation in the immediate vicinity. Soils in that 
area were removed and disposed of in 1985, after which the area was filled with new soil, 
compacted, and capped with concrete. However, due to the possibility of contaminant migration, 
the fence line south and west of Building 5 was included in Site 1. A portion of the installation’s 
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drainage system also was included in the site to cover the area where past spills would have 
drained toward the western boundary of the property and seeped into the soil. 
 
In 1994, a Site Investigation (SI) detected in the soil levels of lead, beryllium, cadmium, and 
silver above the Texas Risk Reduction Program (TRRP) Protective Concentration Levels (PCLs) 
for industrial use. The SI recommended a no further response action. In 2004, a Supplemental SI 
(SSI) was undertaken to remedy deficiencies identified in the SI. The SSI found no exceedances 
of residential PCLs and recommended no further action at the site. The State concurred with this 
finding by a letter dated November 23, 2004 (a copy of this letter is provided in Appendix B). 
 
As described further in Section 3.12.4.2, the removal in 1992 of underground storage tanks 
(USTs) resulted in the discovery that fuel had leaked into the soil surrounding the tanks. The 
ANG identified the area as ER Site 2. The tanks and soil were removed and replaced with clean 
backfill. The State subsequently reviewed the closure report and concluded, by a letter dated 
June 25, 1992, that no further action was necessary (a copy of this letter is provided in Appendix 
B). 
 
3.12.4  Storage Tanks 
 
3.12.4.1  Above-ground Storage Tanks 
 
There are three above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) at Garland ANGS: 
 

• A 500-gallon double-wall steel tank located north of Building 5, utilized to store used 
oil. It was installed in 1997. 

 
• A 2,000-gallon double-wall steel tank used for diesel fuel. It was installed in 1994 and 

is a component of the fuel island. 
 

• A 1,000-gallon double-wall steel tank used for unleaded gasoline. It was installed in 
1994 and is a component of the fuel island.  

 
The tanks are in good condition and there have been no significant spills or releases from any of 
them.  
 
3.12.4.2  Underground Storage Tanks 
 
There are no USTs at Garland ANGS. The six USTs known to have been present on the 
installation have been removed. 
 
As documented in the EBS, an abandoned UST was once thought to be present south of Building 
1, under the existing wooden gazebo. This was the original site of the fuel island. However, a site 
assessment completed in December 2005 found no evidence of the purported tank and concluded 
that it had been removed, likely in or around 1980. The assessment found no evidence of soil 
contamination. 
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In March 1992, three steel USTs were removed from an area north of the fuel island. One was a 
1,000-gallon tank that had been used to store unleaded fuel but was abandoned at the time of 
removal; the other two were 5,000-gallon tanks and contained diesel fuel and unleaded gasoline, 
respectively. The two larger USTs were discovered to be pitted and had released fuel into the 
surrounding soil. The site was designated by the ANG as ER Site 2 (see Section 3.12.3). The 
contaminated soil was removed with the tanks and the excavation area was backfilled with clean 
fill. The State of Texas reviewed the closure report data and concluded, by a letter dated June 25, 
1992, that no further action was necessary (a copy of this letter is provided in Appendix B). 
 
As indicated in the 2004 EBS, in March 1997, two 500-gallon steel USTs near the northeast 
corner of Building 5 were removed. These tanks were used for waste oil and were associated 
with a minimally used oil/water separator that is no longer in operation. Soil samples revealed 
some petroleum contamination. Approximately 12 cubic yards of soil were removed and 
disposed of. 
 
3.12.5  Oil/Water Separators 
 
The installation’s only operating oil/water separator (OWS) is located south of Building 5. It 
collects surface drainage from the adjacent area and is connected to the storm sewer system. The 
area surrounding the OWS is inspected periodically, including a review of the contents and 
volume of the OWS. The OWS is periodically pumped out and the contents are disposed of 
according to USEPA standards. 
 
3.12.6  Pesticides 
 
Garland ANGS has a contract with a local provider for pesticide or herbicide application. The 
installation receives monthly spray applications of pesticides targeting cockroaches and ants. In 
May 2004, there was a spot treatment of TalstarOne Multi-insecticide, which involved the 
application of 0.25 pound of active ingredients over approximately 250 linear feet. In fiscal year 
2007, the total weight of active ingredients used was 0.199 pounds for four pesticides: 
Permethrin TC, Demon WP, TalstarOne Multi-insecticide, and Maxforce Antkiller GR. 
 
3.12.7  Asbestos 
 
A survey completed in 2001 found asbestos-containing material (ACM) in two locations of 
Building 1. The ACM was associated with the thermal insulation on water lines and fittings in 
the mechanical room and throughout the building. The survey found the ACM was in good 
condition and did not pose a threat; therefore, no immediate action was required. The asbestos 
survey revealed no suspect material in Buildings 3, 4, 5, and 7 or at Facility 6 (Fuel Island); 
therefore, no sampling was conducted. The survey determined that further investigation for ACM 
should be performed only if demolition, renovation, or other work that could potentially disturb 
ACM is planned. In 2005, in preparation for renovation work in Building 1, sampling was 
conducted in the hallway area; ACM was found to be present in floor tiles and mastic. 
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3.12.8  Lead-Based Paint 
 
In 1973, the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) established a maximum lead content 
in paint of 0.5 percent by weight in a dry film of paint newly applied. In 1978, the CPSC lowered 
the allowable lead level in paint to 0.06 percent. Nevertheless, the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development established 0.5 percent as the maximum lead content allowable in painted 
surfaces. In 40 CFR 745.227 (h), the USEPA incorporated the 0.5 percent threshold as the 
standard for lead-based paint in target housing and child-occupied facilities. The Texas 
Department of State Health Services incorporated the same threshold in its lead reduction 
regulations at 25 TAC 295.212 (g). Therefore, ANG lead-based paint surveys may appropriately 
utilize 0.5 percent as the screening threshold for identifying the location of lead-based paint. The 
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992 specifies that lead-based paint identified in 
housing units constructed before 1960 will be abated to remove the hazards; a lead-based paint 
inspection will be conducted for units constructed between 1960 and 1977. 
 
The installation does not have residential or child-occupied facilities. Building 1 was constructed 
prior to 1960, and Buildings 3, 4, and 5, and Facility 6 (Fuel Island) were constructed between 
1960 and 1977. Therefore, these facilities potentially contain lead-based paint. A lead-based 
paint survey was performed at Garland ANGS confirming the presence of lead-based paint 
exceeding the 0.5 percent threshold in yellow caution paint in Buildings 1, 4, and 5. The yellow 
paint is not the building’s main interior color, but is used to clearly identify hazardous work 
areas; it is, therefore, limited to specific parts of the buildings. 
 
3.12.9  Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 
 
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) belong to a broad family of manmade organic chemicals 
known as chlorinated hydrocarbons. They were domestically manufactured from 1929 until their 
manufacture was banned in 1979. Due to their non-flammability, chemical stability, high boiling 
point, and electrical insulating properties, PCBs were used in hundreds of industrial and 
commercial applications including electrical, heat transfer, and hydraulic equipment; as 
plasticizers in paints, plastics, and rubber products; in pigments, dyes, and carbonless copy 
paper; and many other industrial applications. PCBs have been demonstrated to cause cancer, as 
well as a variety of other adverse health effects. They also do not readily break down and, 
therefore, tend to accumulate in the environment. Regulation of PCBs was put in place after the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) became law in 1976. The USEPA’s current PCB 
regulations can be found at 40 CFR 761. 
 
Some of the older items of electrical equipment at Garland ANGS may have dielectric oil that 
contains PCBs. Although the two large transformers at the station are PCB-free, a 2005 survey 
identified small electrical components that could potentially contain PCBs – equipment such as 
switches, breaker boxes, circuit breakers, panel boards, and fluorescent lamp fixture ballasts. If 
any of these items are to be replaced and/or removed, they must be tested to determine PCB 
content and properly disposed of in accordance with the regulations. 
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 4-1 Impacts 

 

4  IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
 
This chapter provides an assessment of the potential environmental impacts that would result 
from implementing the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative. Chapter 4 is 
organized similarly to Chapter 3. 
 
 
4.1  Safety 
 
4.1.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS but the 
licensing agreement under which the property is held would not be terminated. The installation 
would remain empty and unused for the remainder of the lease period. While the ANG would 
provide minimal maintenance and oversight, the presence of an empty site in the midst of a 
residential area next to a park may, in the long term, result in unsafe conditions. The property 
could attract vagrants and criminals as well as thrill-seekers, with associated risks of accident 
and increased crime. Thus, leaving the site empty and unused could have a substantial negative 
impact on safety. 
 
4.1.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS, the 
licensing agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. As indicated in Section 
2.2.2, it is then expected that the Federal Government would either license the site to another 
entity or terminate its lease with the City of Garland. 
 
The Proposed Action Alternative has no potential to result in significant adverse impacts on 
safety. It is not expected that the property would remain empty and unused for a long time after 
the 254 CCG’s departure and any new entity that would take over the site is expected to 
implement the safety and security measures appropriate to the use it would make of the property.  
 
 
4.2  Air Quality 
 
4.2.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, all emission-producing activities currently taking place at Garland 
ANGS would cease, as the installation would be left empty and unused for the remainder of the 
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lease period after 254 CCG personnel and activities relocate to Hensley ANGS. Leaving buildings 
that currently require heating and cooling empty would eliminate the emissions from their HVAC 
systems, a small positive impact. Operations-related emissions would only be relocated a few miles 
away, a small local positive impact but with no effect on the regional level. 
 
4.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the licensing agreement with the Federal Government 
would be terminated after the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS. Terminating the agreement 
would have no air quality-related impacts, as it would involve no physical alteration (e.g., 
demolition, renovation) of the facilities. Until a new occupant takes control of the property, all 
existing emissions would cease, resulting in a small positive impact, like under the No Action 
Alternative.  
 
In the longer term, it is likely that on-site release of air pollutants would resume as the property is 
prepared for reuse, then operated by its new user. Temporary emissions would result from any 
construction or renovation operations that may be conducted to adapt the site to its new occupant’s 
needs; long-term emissions would result from any vehicle and equipment operations by this 
occupant as well as from the heating and cooling of buildings. 
 
At this stage, it is not possible to determine whether this change would represent a net increase or a 
net decrease in emissions relative to existing conditions, and what would be the size of the 
difference. However, because of the size of the property and the most likely reuse scenarios (see 
Section 2.2.2), no significant adverse impacts are expected. 
 
 
4.3  Noise 
 
4.3.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Garland ANGS would remain empty and unused for the 
remainder of the lease period. All existing noise-generating activities would cease, resulting in a 
positive impact on local noise levels. 
 
4.3.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS and the 
existing licensing agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. Terminating the 
agreement would have no impact on noise, as it would involve no physical alteration (e.g., 
demolition, renovation) of the facilities. Until a new occupant takes control of the property, all 
existing on-site noise would cease, resulting in a positive impact, like under the No Action 
Alternative. 
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In the longer term, it is likely that noise-producing activities would resume as the property is 
prepared for reuse, then operated, by its new occupant. Temporary noise would result from any 
construction or renovation operations that may be conducted to adapt the site to its new user’s 
needs; long-term noise would result from any vehicle and equipment operations. At this stage, it is 
not possible to determine whether this change would represent a net increase or a net decrease in 
noise levels at and near the site. However, because of the size of the property and most likely reuse 
scenarios (see Section 2.2.2), no significant adverse impacts are expected. 
 
 
4.4  Land Use 
 
4.4.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS and Garland 
ANGS would remain empty and unused until the expiration of the current lease in 2023. While 
minimal maintenance would be provided, the property may eventually become a nuisance, as 
explained in Section 4.1.1. This would represent a substantial adverse impact on land use, 
especially since the property is located in a residential area and next to a park. 
 
4.4.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
After the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS and the licensing agreement with the Federal 
Government is terminated, it is likely that the former Garland ANGS would remain empty while 
the Federal Government makes a decision about the lease. However, this period is likely to be 
relatively short and it is not expected that the site would remain empty long enough to become a 
nuisance, as would happen under the No Action Alternative. 
 
If the Federal Government does not terminate the lease with the City, the most likely future 
occupant of the site would be a military unit with a mission broadly similar to the 254 CCG’s. In 
this case, due to the size of the property and the restriction on the renovation or construction 
work that could be performed because of Federal capital investment guidelines, it can be 
expected that there would be no substantial change in land use. The light industrial function of 
the site would remain somewhat incompatible with its surroundings, as it is now, but no new 
adverse impacts would be created. If the Federal Government terminates the lease, the City 
would determine the future use of the site consistent with its applicable planning and zoning 
policies, ensuring that the new land use is consistent with its surroundings. Thus, there would be 
no adverse impacts. 
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4.5  Geological Resources 
 
4.5.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS, Garland 
ANGS would remain unused and empty for the remainder of the lease duration. No construction, 
demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would take place. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts to geological resources. 
 
4.5.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS and the 
licensing agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. No construction, 
demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would be conducted as part of the termination. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts to geological resources. 
 
In the long term, because the property is small, level, and already almost entirely developed, it is 
not expected that ground-disturbing activities to accommodate future users would result in 
significant adverse impacts.  
 
 
4.6  Water Resources 
 
4.6.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS, Garland 
ANGS would remain unused and empty for the remainder of the lease agreement. No 
construction, demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would take place. The 254 CCG 
would conduct minimal site maintenance, including maintenance of the existing stormwater 
drainage system. There would be no impact to water resources. 
 
4.6.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS and the 
licensing agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. No construction, 
demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would be conducted as part of the termination. 
The property would likely remain empty while the Federal Government makes a decision about 
the lease. It is expected that minimal maintenance, including maintenance of the stormwater 
drainage system, would be provided, as needed, during that interim period, which is likely to be 
relatively short. Thus, there would be no impacts. In the long term, because there are no bodies 
of water on or adjacent to the property, and because about 80 percent of the property is already 
impervious, it is not expected that the future reuse of the site would result in significant adverse 
impacts on water resources. 
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4.7  Biological Resources 
 
4.7.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Garland ANGS would remain empty and unused after the 254 
CCG moves to Hensley ANGS. Only about 20 percent of the installation consists of pervious 
areas (mostly maintained lawn and ornamental vegetation) and, as noted in Section 3.7, the only 
wildlife likely to be found there consists of the most common urban species. Once vacated, the 
property would likely become more attractive to such wildlife, which would be less disturbed by 
human activities than is currently the case. Pests such as mice and rats, in particular, likely would 
multiply. Birds may find nesting opportunities in the empty buildings or under the roofs. This 
would amount to a marginal benefit for urban species, but no valuable natural habitat would be 
created or enhanced. Nor would any such habitat be lost. Thus, there would be no significant 
impact, positive or negative, on biological resources.  
 
4.7.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS and the 
licensing agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. No construction, 
demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities would be conducted as part of the termination. 
The property would likely remain empty while the Federal Government makes a decision about 
the lease. During that time, effects similar to those identified for the No Alternative may occur, 
though for a shorter duration. In the longer term, because the property is almost entirely 
developed and lacking in valuable habitat, the potential for adverse impacts to biological 
resources from reuse is minimal. In particular, due to the lack of appropriate habitat, it is not 
expected that any adverse effects to threatened or endangered species would occur. 
 
 
4.8  Transportation and Circulation 
 
4.8.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG vacates Garland ANGS, the site would 
remain empty and unused for the remainder of the lease agreement. All traffic currently 
associated with the installation would cease, resulting in slightly less traffic on South Glenbrook 
Drive. This would be a positive impact, though a small one since, given the size of the 
installation, ANG traffic is only a small contributor to the overall traffic on South Glenbrook. 
 
4.8.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, like under the No Action Alternative, all ANG-generated 
traffic on South Glenbrook Drive would cease after the 254 CCG vacates the installation. 
However, under this alternative, this small positive impact would be shorter in duration. Future 
reuse of the site would likely generate new traffic. If the Federal Government does not terminate 
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the lease with the City, the most likely future occupant of the site would be a military unit with a 
mission broadly similar to the 254 CCG’s. In this case, due to the size of the property and the 
restriction on the renovation or construction work that could be performed because of Federal 
capital investment guidelines, it can be expected that there would be no substantial change in the 
density of the property and, consequently, no substantial change in the character and amount of 
traffic it generates compared to existing conditions. If the Federal Government terminates the 
lease, the City would determine the future use of the site consistent with applicable 
transportation planning policies. No significant adverse impacts on transportation are expected. 
 
 
4.9  Visual Resources 
 
4.9.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Garland ANGS would stay empty and unused for the 
remainder of the lease agreement. While the ANG would provide minimal maintenance and 
oversight, in the long term, the property may become a nuisance, as explained in Section 4.1.1. 
The presence of an empty facility next to a park in a residential area would detract from the 
visual quality of the environment and aggravate the existing contrast between the light industrial 
character of the installation and its surroundings. Thus, the No Action Alternative would have a 
negative visual impact. 
 
4.9.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS and the 
licensing agreement is terminated, the property would remain vacant only while the Federal 
Government makes a decision regarding the lease. If the Federal Government does not terminate 
the lease with the City, the most likely future occupant of the site would be a military unit with a 
mission broadly similar to the 254 CCG’s. In this case, as explained in Section 4.4.2, it can be 
expected that there would be no substantial change in land use and the visual quality of the site 
would remain as it is now. If the Federal Government terminates the lease, the City would 
determine the future use of the site consistent with its applicable planning and zoning 
requirements. No significant adverse visual impacts are expected. 
 
 
4.10  Cultural Resources 
 
4.10.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG leaves, Garland ANGS would remain empty 
and unused for the remainder of the lease agreement. The 254 CCG would provide minimal 
maintenance and oversight. No adverse effects to cultural resources are expected. 
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4.10.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the 254 CCG would relocate to Hensley ANGS and the 
existing licensing agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. As it departs, 
the 254 CCG would leave behind all existing buildings and structures in their current condition. 
This action includes no demolition, renovation, or other modifications to the existing facilities. 
Therefore, it would have no effect on cultural resources. After the termination of the licensing 
agreement, the property would remain under the control of the Federal Government. If the 
Federal Government does not terminate the lease with the City, the most likely future occupant 
of the site would be a military unit with a mission broadly similar to the 254 CCG’s. In this case, 
as explained in Section 4.4.2, it can be expected that there would be no substantial change made 
to the existing facilities. If the Federal Government terminates the lease, the City would 
determine the future use of the site consistent with its applicable planning and zoning 
requirements. As part of its decision-making process with regard to the future of the property, the 
Federal Government would coordinate further with the Texas SHPO under Section 106, as 
required. As a result, the proposed action would have no adverse effect on cultural resources. 
 
 
4.11  Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
 
4.11.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG leaves, Garland ANGS would remain empty 
and unused for the remainder of the lease. This would have no impact on socioeconomic 
conditions. While the 254 CCG would provide minimal maintenance and oversight, as 
previously noted, in the long term the property may become a nuisance. This would represent an 
adverse impact on an area which, as indicated in Section 3.11, qualifies as an Environmental 
Justice Community under EO 12898. Additionally, because the site is adjacent to a park 
frequented by children and youths, the No Action Alternative could also have an adverse impact 
under EO 13045. 
 
4.11.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG relocates to Hensley ANGS, the 
property would remain vacant while the Federal Government makes a decision regarding the 
lease. Due to the likely short duration of this interim period, the property would not become a 
nuisance, as would be the case under the No Action Alternative. Eventually, the property would 
be reused. Any future reuse of the site is expected to generate positive socioeconomic impacts 
from direct and indirect job creation. Because of the size of the site and the most likely reuse 
scenarios (see Section 2.2.2), however, these impacts are expected to be small. For these reasons, 
no impacts are expected under EO 12898 or EO 13045. 
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4.12  Hazardous Materials and Waste 
 
4.12.1  No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, Garland ANGS would remain empty and unused after the 254 
CCG leaves; the ANG would provide minimal maintenance and oversight of the property. As 
summarized in Section 3.12 and detailed in the EBS, there are no contaminated sites in need of 
remediation on the installation. The departure of the 254 CCG would end the need to store 
hazardous materials on the site as well as the generation of hazardous waste. The existing ASTs 
and other hazardous material and waste storage structures would be removed in compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations and with all necessary precautions to avoid accidental releases 
(this does not include the installation’s sole operating OWS, which would remain in place; prior 
to closing the installation, a final maintenance cleaning would be conducted to remove any 
remaining oil and/or sludge material). Pesticide applications would continue at current or lesser 
levels as part of site maintenance. Existing ACM and areas with lead-based paint would remain 
undisturbed. Overall, the closure of the installation would result in a positive impact due to the 
removal of hazardous materials and waste and associated environmental risks. 
 
4.12.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, after the 254 CCG vacates the installation, the licensing 
agreement with the Federal Government would be terminated. The existing ASTs and other 
hazardous material and waste storage structures would be removed in compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations and with all necessary precautions to avoid accidental releases 
(this does not include the installation’s sole operating OWS, which would remain in place; prior 
to closing the installation, a final maintenance cleaning would be conducted to remove any 
remaining oil and/or sludge material).  
 
As summarized in Section 3.12 and detailed in the EBS, there are no contaminated sites in need 
of remediation on the installation. As under the No Action Alternative, the departure of the 254 
CCG would end the storage of hazardous materials and the production of hazardous waste at the 
site. It is likely that the next user of the property would store hazardous materials and generate 
hazardous waste. However, any future site user is expected to comply with the Federal and State 
laws and regulations governing the storage and disposal of hazardous materials and waste, and 
no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 
 
 
4.13  Cumulative Impacts 
 
Cumulative impacts are “the incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions”(40 CFR 1508.7). 
 
Since the 254 CCG made the decision to move out of Garland ANGS in 2001, no significant 
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projects have been implemented by the ANG at the installation and none are on-going or planned 
for the future. The closure of Garland ANGS and the termination of the licensing agreement 
would not involve any construction, demolition, or renovation activities, and has no potential to 
generate cumulative impacts.  
 
Given the size of the property and the character of the area where it is located – a settled 
suburban residential area with little room for large-scale construction or development projects – 
it is not expected that the future reuse of the site would result in significant adverse cumulative 
impacts. 
 
 
4.14  Special Procedures 
 
The proposed action consists solely of the ANG closing Garland ANGS and terminating its 
licensing agreement with the Federal Government; it includes no demolition, renovation, or 
construction activities. The 254 CCG would leave all existing buildings and building systems in 
their current, working state. No environmental permits requiring special procedures would be 
needed. Notifications would be made, as appropriate, to relevant agencies, officials, vendors and 
customers, including: 
 

• To the City of Garland regarding the need for service to be discontinued or 
significantly curtailed (e.g., electrical power, drinking water, sanitary sewer, solid 
waste). 

 
• To the State and County emergency response agencies and local fire department 

regarding the transfer of diesel fuel to a new location, for which the presence, quantity, 
and location are reported annually in accordance with the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act. 

 
• To the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality regarding the deactivation or 

transfer of various environmental registrations (e.g., USEPA hazardous waste 
generator identification, petroleum storage tank registration). 
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5  DISTRIBUTION AND REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EA 
 
 
 
5.1  IICEP Distribution 
 
On May 11, 2009, the Draft EA for this proposed action was mailed to the 23 Federal, State, and 
local agencies or tribal governments listed below. The Draft EA review period ran from May 14 
through June 15, 2009. 
 
5.1.1  Federal Agencies 
 
Cathy Gilmore 
Office of Planning and Coordination 
USEPA Region 6 
1445 Ross Avenue Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Southwestern Division 
1100 Commerce Street, Suite 831  
Dallas, TX 75242-1317 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Houston Ecological Services Field Office 
17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211 
Houston, TX 77058-3051 
 
5.1.2  State Agencies 
 
Theresa Pella, Manager (MC206) 
TCEQ Air Quality Division 
Air Quality Planning Section 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
 
L’Oreal Stepney, P.E., Director (MC 145) 
TCEQ Water Quality Division 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
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Brent Wade, Director (MC 225) 
TCEQ Remediation Division 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
 
Texas Historical Commission 
Mr. F. Lawrence Oaks, SHPO 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711-2276 
 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
Wildlife Division 
4200 Smith School Road,  
Austin, TX 78744 
 
5.1.3  Local Agencies 
 
The Hon. Ronald E. Jones, Mayor 
City of Garland 
P. O. Box 469002 
Garland, TX 75046-9002 
 
Laura Perkins Cox 
District 2 Council Member 
City of Garland 
P. O. Box 469002 
Garland, TX 75046-9002 
 
Gene Saulters, Department Manager 
City of Garland - Facilities Management 
527 E. Avenue B 
Garland, TX 75040 
 
Neil Montgomery, AICP  
Senior Managing Director of Development Services 
City of Garland Planning Department  
P.O. Box 469002 
Garland, TX 75046-9002 
 
City of Garland 
Stormwater Management  
P.O. Box 469002  
Garland, TX  75046-9002 
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City of Garland 
Parks and Recreation Administration Office 
634 Apollo Road 
Garland, TX 75040 
 
Garland Chamber of Commerce 
914 S. Garland Ave. 
Garland, TX  75040 
 
5.1.4  Native American Tribes 
 
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma 
Attn.: Robert Cast, THPO 
P.O. Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 
 
Cherokee Nation 
Attn.: Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 948 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokees 
Attn: Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 746 
Tahlequah, OK 74465 
 
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 
Attn.: Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 729 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
 
Comanche Nation 
Attn.: Historic Preservation Office 
6 SW “D” Avenue 
Lawton, OK 73507 
 
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo 
PO Box 17579, Ysleta Station 
El Paso, TX 79917 
 
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
Kevin Battise, Chairman 
571 State Park Rd 56 
Livingston, TX 77351 
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Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas 
HC1 Box 9700 
Eagle Pass, TX 78852 
 
 
5.2  Public Notice 
 
Consistent with NEPA and 32 CFR 989, which require public review of an EA before approval 
of the FONSI and implementation of the proposed action, a notice of availability of the Draft EA 
for public review was published on May 14, 2009 in the Dallas Morning News and the Garland 
News. Copies of the notice are included in Appendix A. 
 
As indicated in the notice of availability, the Draft EA was made available for public review at 
the Garland Central Library, 625 Austin Street, Garland. Additionally, the notice provided a 
point of contact to request individual copies of the document. 
 
 
5.3  Comments on the Draft EA 
 
No comments were received from the general public. Four agencies commented, as summarized 
below. Copies of the comments are in Appendix A. 
 
5.3.1  US Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
By email from Mr. Sean Edwards, dated June 1, 2009, the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
commented that the agency “supports the EA's conclusion that adverse impacts to 
sensitive/protected resources would not be expected.” 
 
5.3.2  Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
 
The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department provided a finding of minimal impacts to fish and 
wildlife resources, dated June 17, 2009, without further comments. 
 
5.3.3  Texas Historical Commission 
 
The Texas Historical Commission provided a finding of “No Historic Properties Affected – 
Project May Proceed” dated June 12, 2009. 
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5.3.4  US Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District 
 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Fort Worth District submitted comments on the 
Draft EA in the form of a matrix (see Appendix A). Items marked “Inadequately Disclosed” or 
“Not Disclosed” are addressed below. 
 

• Item #1: Signature Page. Includes Preparer, Reviewer, and Official Approver. All EIS’s 
shall include an Abstract and Executive Summary – Not Disclosed. 

 
Response: The Draft EA reviewed by the USACE was prepared consistent with the 
National Guard Bureau’s guidelines for the preparation of NEPA documents, which do 
not include such a page. This Final EA includes a copy of the FONSI for the proposed 
action signed by the decision-making authority. There is an abstract on the inside cover 
page. Consistent with Bureau guidelines, the FONSI also serves as an Executive 
Summary. EA Preparers are listed in Chapter 7.  

 
• Item #2: Framework for Analysis. Identify in bullet form all relevant statutes, Executive 

Orders, and applicable regulations (this sets the stage for conducting the analysis) – 
Inadequately Disclosed. 

 
Response: The Draft EA and this Final EA have been prepared consistent with the 
National Guard Bureau’s guidelines for the preparation of NEPA documents, which do 
not require such a bullet list. Relevant statutes and other laws and regulations are 
identified in narrative form in Section 1.3 and throughout the document under the 
appropriate resource areas. 

 
• Item #3: Threatened and Endangered Species. Federally listed or proposed for listing and 

critical habitat. If discussed, provide supporting maps and graphics – Inadequately 
Disclosed – Needs reference to critical habitat with supporting maps; could do in the 
bulleted list; not referenced in FWS correspondence. 

 
Response: Threatened and Endangered Species are addressed in Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of 
this Final EA. Review of the US Fish and Wildlife online Critical Habitat database 
(http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/) indicates that there is no designated Critical Habitat in 
Dallas County, Texas, where Garland ANGS is located.  

 
• Item #4: Comparison/Decision Matrix of Potential Impacts. Develop a matrix, setup on 

“X” and “Y” axis to identify impacts by alternatives, define if temporary or permanent 
impact, whether impact is insignificant, significant, or beneficial, and mitigation strategy 
proposed. – Not Disclosed. 

 
Response: The Draft EA reviewed by the USACE was prepared consistent with the 
National Guard Bureau’s guidelines for the preparation of NEPA documents, which do 
not include such a matrix. The referenced information is presented in the 
FONSI/Executive Summary and throughout Section 4.  
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• Item #5: List of Individuals and Agencies Consulted. List individual names, agencies, and 
organizations (if any) contacted for data and information in support of the analysis 
whether or not a response was received. Only contacts outside the preparing agency are 
listed – Not Disclosed. 

 
Response: As summarized in Section 1.3.2, the following agencies and tribal governments 
were consulted early in the EA process: the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Texas 
Department of Parks and Wildlife, the Texas Historical Commission, the Ysleta del Sur 
Pueblo, the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas, and the Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of 
Texas. Additionally, the list of individuals, agencies, and organizations to which the Draft 
EA was sent for review and comment was included in Appendix A of the Draft EA and 
can be found in this Final EA under Section 5.1 of this chapter. 

 
• Item 6: Administrative Record. The Administrative Record is the entirety of all written 

information, including emails and Fax transmittals, obtained and relied upon during the 
NEPA process. At the completion of the process, the Administrative Record should be 
compiled in logical organization and provided to the proponent and/or INS Facilities and 
Engineering for retention – Not Disclosed. 

 
Response: By definition, the Administrative Record was not part of the Draft EA 
submitted for review to the USACE. The Administrative Record for this EA will be 
compiled after the FONSI is signed and the NEPA process is complete. It will be retained 
by the National Guard Bureau.  

 
Additionally, the comments included a note pertaining to the need for a due diligence study for 
the real property action. As indicated in Section 3.12 of this EA, in compliance with Air Force 
Instruction 32-7066, Environmental Baseline Surveys in Real Estate Transactions, for 
documenting the nature, magnitude, and extent of any environmental contamination of real 
property considered for acquisition, out-grant, or disposal, the 254 CCG prepared an 
Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) last re-certified in 2007, to support decisions related to 
real property at the Garland ANGS, including the proposed closure of the installation. 
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This environmental assessment was prepared by: 
 
 
 

AECOM 
675 N. Washington Street, Suite 300 

Alexandria, VA 22314 
 

Key personnel included: 
 
Laurent Cartayrade, Project Manager: 9 years of experience in environmental planning. 
University of Paris IV-Sorbonne, 1984, BA; University of Maryland-College Park, 1991, MA, 
History; 1997, PhD, History. 
 
Andrew Foley, Environmental Planner: 8 years of experience in ecology; 1 year of experience 
in environmental planning. Eastern Michigan University, 2002, BS, Aquatic and Terrestrial 
Ecology; Eastern Michigan University, 2007, MS, Ecology and Organismal Biology. 
 
Jessica Joyce, Environmental Planner: 4 years of experience in environmental planning. 
University of Miami, 2003, BA, Marine Policy; University of Miami, Rosenstiel School of 
Marine and Atmospheric Science, 2004, MA, Marine Policy. 
 
Katherine Weber, GIS/Cartography: 5 years of experience in mapping using GIS, ArcView, 
ArcGIS, and PGS. Mary Washington College, 2002, BA, Geography. 
 
 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD COORDINATORS 
 
Major Stephen R. Lippert: National Guard Bureau (NGB/A7AM), Asset Management 
Division, Plans and Requirements Branch. 
 
Major Michael K. Cook, P.E: 136th Civil Engineer Squadron, Environmental Manager. 
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ALABAMA-COU~HATIA TRIB€ OF T€XA~ 
571 State Park Rd 56 • Livingston, Texas 77351 • (936) 563-1100 

February 20, 2009 

Department of the Air Force 
Major Stephen R. Lippert, USAF 
Attn: NGB/ A 7 AM, Program Manager 
3500 Fetchet Avenue, Conaway Hall 
Andrews AFB, MD 20762-5157 

Dear Major Lippert: 

On behalf of Chief Oscola Clayton Sylestine and the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe, our 
appreciation is expressed on your efforts to consult us regarding the environmental 
assessment for the Garland Air National Guard Station closure in Garland, Texas. 

Our Tribe maintains ancestral associations throughout the state of Texas despite the 
absence of written records to completely identify Tribal activities, villages, trails, or 
grave sites. However, it is our objective to ensure any significances ofNative American 
ancestry including the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe are administered with the utmost regard. 

Upon review of your January 27, 2009 information summary submitted to our Tribe, we 
decline the opportunity to participate in this consultation. The proposed location exists 
beyond our perimeter of interest for the state of Texas. Therefore, no impacts to religious, 
cultural, or historical assets of the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas will occur in 
conjunction with this proposal. 

We welcome the opportunity to be included in this consultation and express our regards 
on a successful resolution for your efforts. Should you require additional assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/f1-~C--
Bryant J. Celestine 
Historic Preservation Officer 

Telephone: 936 ~ 563 ~ 1181 celestine.bryant@actribe.org Fax: 936 ~ 563 ~ 1183 
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TEXAS 

HISTORICAL 

COMMISSION 
The State Agency for Historic Preservation 

March 3, 2009 

Stephen R. Lippert, Major USAF 
Program Manager 
NGB/A7AM 
Conaway Hall 
3500 Fetchet Avenue 
Andrews AFB, MD 20762-5157 

RICK PERRY, GOVERNOR 

JOHN L. NAU, IIJ, CHAIRMAN 

F. LAWERENCE OAKS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Re: Environmental Assessment and Section 106 Consultation for Closure of Garland Air 
National Guard Station, Garland, Texas (Dallas County). 

Dear Mr. Lippert: 

Thank you for your correspondence describing the above referenced project. This letter serves as 
comment on the proposed undertaking from the State Historic Preservation Officer, the Executive 
Director of the Texas Historical Commission (THC). Our review staff, led by William McWhorter 
has reviewed this above mentioned report and has the following comments. 

From the information you have provided in your report no cultural or historic resources will be 
affected by the proposed closure and lease termination of Garland Air National Guard Station by the 
Air National Guard. Your report states that the property will remain in federal control and revert to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which leases the site from the City of Garland. Your report 
further states that should any future action be proposed that would affect eligible or potentially 
eligible cultural resources at Garland Air National Guard Station the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
would evaluate the effects and seek consultation with our office. 

As a result, the THC concurs with the determination of no adverse effect for the above 
mentioned project. 

Thank you for your cooperation in the federal review process, and for your efforts to preserve the 
irreplaceable heritage of our nation. If you have any questions concerning this review or if we can 
be of further assistance, please contact William McWhorter at 512/463-5833. 

Sincerely, 

for: F. Lawerence Oaks 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

P.O. BOX 12276 • AUSTIN, TX 78711-2276 • 512/463-6100 • FAX 512/475-4872 • TDD 1-800/735-2989 
www. the. state. tx. us 
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USFWS Response.txt

-----Original Message-----
From: Sean_Edwards@fws.gov [mailto:Sean_Edwards@fws.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 1:23 PM
To: Lippert, Stephen R Maj USAF ANG NGB/A7C
Subject: EA for Closure of Garland ANGS

Mr. Lippert,

This office received the Air National Guard's undated letter regarding the 
preparation of an EA for the proposed closure of the Garland ANGS facility located 

in Garland, Dallas County, Texas.  We have reviewed your information and acknowledge
your determination of no effect to federally listed species resulting 

from this proposed action and have no comments or concerns to offer.  Thank you for 
the opportunity to provide comments; no further coordination with the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be necessary.  Please contact me if you have any
additional needs.

Kind Regards,

Sean Patrick Edwards
Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252
Arlington, TX 76011
817-277-1100
sean_edwards@fws.gov

Page 1
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NGB/A7AM 
Conaway Hall 
3500 Fetchet Avenue 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

Andrews AFB MD 20762-5157 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
Wildlife Division 
4200 Smith School Road, 
Austin, TX 78744 

JAN 2 7 Z009 

Subject: Environmental Assessment for Closure of Garland Air National Guard Station, 
Garland, Texas 

Dear Sir/Madam 

The Air National Guard (ANG) is preparing an environmental assessment (EA) to 
evaluate the impacts of closing the Garland Air National Guard Station (Garland ANGS) in 
Garland, Dallas County, Texas. This evaluation is being conducted in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations 
implementing NEP A, and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The Garland ANGS is currently home to the 254th Combat Communications Group (254 
CCG). The ANG holds the property under an agreement with the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), which leases it from the City of Garland. 

The proposed closure would be the last step in the planned relocation of the 254 CCG 
from Garland ANGS to Hensley Field (the former Naval Air Station Dallas/Hensley Field) in 
Dallas, Texas. In 2001, an EA was prepared to evaluate the environmental impacts of the 
relocation; following completion of the EA, the ANG issued a Finding ofNo Significant Impact. 

The proposed action being evaluated in the EA currently being prepared consists of the 
termination by the ANG of its agreement with the USACE after the 254 CCG has completed its 
move to Hensley Field. The ANG would leave the property in its current condition: all existing 
buildings and building systems would be left as is and the ANG would perform no demolition, 
renovation, or construction work prior to leaving the site and terminating the agreement. After 
the ANG completes the proposed termination, any decision about the future use of the property 
would rest with the USACE. As a federal agency, the US ACE would comply with all federal 
environmental requirements that may apply to its future decisions. 

Garland ANGS covers approximately 5.4 acres. It is bordered by South Glenbrook Drive 
to the east, Central Park, a City of Garland public park, to the west and south, and Park Street to 



the north (see Figures 1 and 2). The layout of the site is shown in Figure 3. Photos 1 to 8 
illustrate the existing facilities. The property includes six buildings and a fueling station, as well 
as a parking lot on the northern side. Most of the site is paved, though there are small areas of 
maintained vegetation to the front and back of Building 1. Large areas in the southern half of the 
installation are used for outdoor storage of equipment. The property is surrounded by an eight­
foot perimeter fence. There is no significant amount of natural habitat on the site, and the only 
animal species likely to be found there are the most common urban species and pests. 

Based on the above, we do not foresee any adverse effect to listed or rare species or 
critical habitats and respectfully request your written concurrence with, or comments on, this 
preliminary finding. After we complete the draft EA for this action, we will provide a copy to 
your office for further review and comments. 

If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me at (30 1) 836-8167 or via 
e-mail: Stephen.Lippert@ang.af.mil. Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 

Attachments: Figures 1, 2, and 3; Photos 1 to 8. 

Sincerely, 

~£47 
Stephen R. Lippert, Major, USAF 
NGB/ A 7 AM, Program Manager 

PARKS & 

WJLDLIFE 

Page2 



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF DALLAS 

Before me, a Notary Public in and for Dallas County, this day personally appeared Lynda 
Black, Legal Advertising Representative for the DALLAS MORNING NEWS, being 
duly sworn by oath, states the attached advertisement of: 

Earth Tech AECOM 

as published in the Dallas Morning News on: 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 

JAMES G. DRAKE 
Notary Public, State of Texas 

My Commission Expires 
June 15, 2011 

May 14,2009 

May 14,2009 
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~m-~n,~!i~~•~ 
On Request To A Variance 
To ·The· cockrell Hill .Sfgn 

· · ~o~~}rew~Y?r~o0ri d~dJys.~. · AA~~n~r2&~ -TUESDAXi 

Th~ CO~kr~i!'··Hin<SOa~d of 
Adjustment will consider 
the following request; 

~~~P~i1~~o~O~~r~l v~~li" 
Sign Code -C h a pt.e r 
152.08.sectlon !2J{Dl of the 
Cockrell Hill S1gn Code· 
will be heard on Tuesday 
May 19 2009 at 6:30 pm at 
4125 W Clarendon Cockrell 
Hill, TX 75211. The devel-: 
opment of on attached slg· 
nage that:exceeds the 
maximum amount of 262.5 

~~~~~e c~~m0~rc~aFr~!erl~-
cated- at 4450 W Jefferson 
Blvd also known as Wesley 
Cockrell Survey. Abstract 
No 246 Vol 98156/3994 pg 
673. 

The current sign code al· 
lows a maximum of 262.50 
Sq teet of advertised area 
W ~~u~~~~&t thoaJlxhc~;d1 }~ 
feet in store fr~ntage, 

Subsequently, only offer a 
super maJority of the 
Boord· of AdJustments 
granting_ the varionce..to 
maximum square. -footage 

~e~~~a~ha~d t~fr~e/e3~~~1: 
opment of this project 
proceed. 

I 

I 
i 
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I 
l 
l 
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~ 
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TCEQ- Office of the Chief Clerk 
Attn: Notice Team (MC-105) 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 787!!-3087 

Applicant Name: The Valspar Corooration 
Pemtit No.: 0!416 
Notice of Draft Federal Operating Pemtit 

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

STATE OF TEXAS § 

COUNTY OF DA 11115 § 

Beforeme, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared 

-4-<"P-~~"'--..UZ«;'"flF:-..,--,.--------'' who being by me duly sworn, 

deposes and says that (sJ e is the --L~~i!f!:-~~~~~~~· l. 21_~~~ 

ofthe~ 'I)~ ; that said newspaper is generally 

(name of newspaper) (l JJ 
circulated in :-:--:---:-l?~L..f'"""'""""""'"""---:--:--::--.,----:-::--::-:--:---' Texas; 

(in the municipality or nearest municipality to the proposed facility) 

that the attached notice was published in said newspaper on the following date(s): m; 11f P/t?o9 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this the ft day of 

certify which witness my hand and seal of office . 

/llt_'J , 20 __2_!)-, to 

.t'''';~·t::;~ JOHN BRANCH 
$•~ Notary Public, State of Texas 
\~~~~ My Commission Expires 
'*4,{J.fj!lt~~ September 06, 201 0 

Notary Publi in d for the State of Texas 

J r0 BvCL.vt~ 
Print or Type Name of Notary Public 

9 - c:f - "J-([) I o 
My Commission Expires 
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AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

CLOSURE OF GARLAND 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD STATION 
TEXAS AIR NATIONAL GUARD-

254TH COMBAT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP 
GARLAND, TX 

The Air National Guard (ANG) invites the public to review and com­
ment on a Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) and Draft Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the proposed closure oft he 
254th Combat Communications Group (254 CCG)'s Garland Air Na­
tional Guard Station (ANGS) in Garland, Texas and termination of the 
licensing agreement under which the property is held. The purpose 
and need for this proposed action is to complete the planned reloca­
tion of the 254 CCG to Hensley ANGS, Dallas, Texas. 

The DEA evaluates the potential environmental impacts of two 
alternatives: the Proposed Action Alternative and the No Action 
Alternative. The DEA concludes that the proposed action would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to the human environment. The 
DEA and FONSI are available for review at the Central Library, 625 
Austin Street. Garland. A copy ofthe DEA may also be requested by 
calling (703) 706-0114. 

Please send written comments on the DEA and Draft FONSI to 
AECOM, Attn.: Mr. Laurent Cartayrade, 675 N. Washington Street. 
Suite 300, Alexandria, Virginia 22314. All comments must be sent on 
or before June 15,2009. 

PRIVACY ADVISORY 
As required by law, comments will be addressed in the Final EA and 
made available to the public. Any submitted comments may be 
published in the Final EA. Any personal information provided will 
be used only to identify your desire to make a statement during the 
public comment period or to fulfill requests for copies of the Final 
EA or associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled 
to develop a mailing list of those requesting copies ofthe Final EA. 
However, only the names of the individuals making comments and 
the specific comments will be disclosed in the Final EA. Personal 
home addresses and phone numbers will not be published. 
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From: Sean_Edwards@fws.gov 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2009 10:45 AM 
To: Cartayrade, Laurent 
Subject: Closure of Garland ANGS 
 
Ms. Cartayrade,  
 
We have received the Draft EA, Finding of No Significant Impact, for the proposed closure of the Garland, Texas 
ANGS.  The Draft EA indicates that very little biological resources are found within the property and that suitable 
habitat for threatened and endangered species are not present.  Further, no demolition or construction of facilities 
is planned.  For these reasons, the EA concludes that impacts to sensitive/protected resources would not be 
expected to occur as a result of the proposed action.  Based upon the information provided and a review of our 
information, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service supports the EA's conclusion that adverse impacts to 
sensitive/protected resources would not be expected.  Please contact me if I may be of further assistance.  
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Sean Patrick Edwards 
Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services Field Office 
711 Stadium Drive, Suite 252 
Arlington, TX 76011 
817-277-1100 
sean_edwards@fws.gov 

Page 1 of 1

7/13/2009file://\\USWDCS01\data\group\Tams-Planning\ANG EAs_ongoing\ANG Garland\EA text...



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



'--. 

.• · 
/_ \ .. 

NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU 
3500 FETCHET AVENUE 

ANDREWS AFB MD 2076~·5157 

NGB/A7AM 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
Wildlife Division 
4200 Smith School Road, 
Austin, TX 78744 

Dear Sir or Madam 

. -., .... , 

MAY, 1. 1 2009 

The Air National Guard (ANG) is proposing to close the 254th Combat 
Communications Group (254 CCG)'s Garland Air National Guard Station (ANGS) in 
Garland, Texas and terminate the licensing agreement under which the property is held. In 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations to implement the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) of 1969, the ANG is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for this proposed action. 

· Consistent with Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs, we request your assistance in reviewing the enclosed draft EA and providing 

· comments. We also request your assistance in advising appropriate agencies .of:this .. 
proposed action and soliciting their comments. Persons and agencies on the attached 
Distribution List have already received this package; if there are additional agencies you 
think should review and comment on the EA, please include them in your distribution of 
these materials. 

Please review the draft EA and send your comments within 30 calendar days to our 
consultant, AECOM, attention of Mr. Laurent Cartayrade, by mail to AECOM, 675 N. 
Washington Street, Suite 300, Alexandria, VA 22314; fax at (703) 549-9134; or email to 
Laurent.Cartayrade@aecom.com. If you have any questions, Mr. Cartayrade can be 
reached at (703) 706-0114. Thank you for your assistance. 

Attachment: Draft EA and Distribution List 

Best Regards, 

)//£~/ 
STEPHEN R. LIPPERT, Major, USAF 
NGB/A7AM, Program Manager 

Review of the projMt _.'lily as 
TEXAS· proposed ln_,.C!tltle minimal 

Impacts to flilh and wlldllf• 
PARK!f & res~urce*. .~~. , 
WILDLIFE Rev•ewe ·-~Jb~~ 

Date: ~-I - o()'\ . . 
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NGB/A7AM 

NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU 
3500 FETCHET AVENUE 

ANDREWS AFB MD 20762-5157 

Texas Historical Commission 
Mr. F. Lawrence Oaks, SHPO 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711-2276 

Dear Mr. Oaks 

MAY 1 t 20u~ 

The Air National Guard (ANG) is proposing to close the 254th Combat 
Communications Group (254 CCG)'s Garland Air National Guard Station (ANGS) in 
Garland, Texas and terminate the licensing agreement under which the property is held. In 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations to implement the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the ANG is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for this proposed action. 

Consistent with Executive Order 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs, we request your assistance in reviewing the enclosed draft EA and providing 
comments. We also request your assistance in advising appropriate agencies of this 
proposed action and soliciting their comments. Persons and agencies on the attached 
Distribution List have already received this package; if there are additional agencies you 
think should review and comment on the EA, please include them in your distribution of 
these materials. 

Please review the draft EA and send your comments within 30 calendar days to our 
consultant, AECOM, attention of Mr. Laurent Cartayrade, by mail to AECOM, 675 N. 
Washington Street, Suite 300, Alexandria, VA 22314; fax at (703) 549-9134; or email to 
Laurent.Cartayrade@aecom.com. If you have any questions, Mr. Cartayrade can be 
reached at (703) 706-0114. Thank you for your assistance. 

Attachment: Draft EA and Distribution List 

Best Regards, 

STEPHEN R. LIPPERT, Major, USAF 
NGB/A7AM, Program Manager 
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NEPA Q11ality Standard and Quality Assuranc.e Checl•list 

Agen~y Managing Project Air National Goard Project Title & Date Draft .EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

EA/EIS DOCUMENT QUALITY STANDARD 

S ubj C;!ct Area Aren Not Considen."<l Inadequately Not Nol Remarb 
Considered Relevant to Disclosed Disclosed Required 

and Analysis 
Fully (Explain in 

Disclosed remarks) 

Cover Sheet 
X 

Title of P1_'0j')Qsed Ac(iOt11 Responsible Agency,A..gency-Point 
ofContac(, (proVide: !;treet ·and email address} atld Preparing: 
Organh·.ation. 

Signature Page. Include Prepa:rer, Heviewet; and Oflicial 
Signature page lacking 

Approver. Ali EIS 's shallincludcanAbstract and Executive X 
Summary 

1.0 Purpose and Need 

The Puq)ose and Need statement deiines the .mnge of 
rcason~;~.blealtt'Tilative,•>. 

Purpose. Briefly, answer the question, why is the action X 
being-pUrposed. 

Example: To provide urgent facilities to dc!ain illegal aliens. 

NCed: Brict1y answer ~he qJ.Ig.stion wfuit ls the underlying 
reason (need) for the action. Example: N(..•t:d to':-,-uppot1 the 
enforcement program. 



NEP A Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managingl'roject Air National Guard Ptojeet Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, Ml!y 2009 

Subject Area Area Considered, NotConsidered lna_deq-uately Not Not Rt.marks 
FuJly Disc1osect Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Requited 

(Explain in remarks) 

1.1 Scope of Project 

To orient th~ rea_der, describe the geographic area 
(state, equntyrthat will b~ aU'evted,and the sc:Ppe of X 
the environmental analysis (e.g. -cJeanup, mission 
impk'1nentation,-collStruction project, realignment 
etc.) 

1.2 Public Involvement 

Dcscribe!Document'publjc involvement' oppOrtunities 
and the process followed, sl,!ch .ss public notices, 
NOJs, NOAs, scopfugfelforts, Public meetings, news X releases ;md public review of the document, others. 

Note: The purpose is to infonn the public on 
pattiCipntiotl opportunities and document the 
accmnpJislunentQfthat fact. 

i 

I 

I 
I 

1.3 Franteworldor Analysis Bulleted List of 
X relevant statutes 

Jdentjfy, inbulle,t form, aiJ relevant statutes, 
ffilSSlUg ExeCutive Orders and applicable regulations. (thi<; 

sct:s the stage for co1iductfng the analysis) 

z.o Description of the Ptoposed Action 

Describ'l-1.hc propos~.-"d action in sufficient detail for a 
X meaningful analysis. Am;wer the questions who, 

wJ'qtt, when and- Where? Describe the specifics-of the 
proposed action and associated activities. Include 
drawlngs~ footprints; or other nto'Cessary graphics. 

2 
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Nll:PA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, Ma:y 2009 

Subject Area Area Considered, Notr..-onsidercd Inadequately Not Not Remarks 
Fully DisclOsed ReleVant to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Required 

(E:xljJain rn remarks) 

3oil Alternatives Consider.ed 

The altemative deteonination analys'is Will be 
cond~cted to provide a rigorous, lhoroughand X 
c9mprehensive identific;tti_on ofaJ'eas_onable r:mgc of 
alternativt.'S. Provide a_·complete,and acct.ua~e 
description ofalteilih6vcs considere(j. The narrative 
JUW>t proVide a clear·choice among alternatives. 

3.1 The altematives section discusses all alternatives 
consider~ i.ncluding those eliminated 'fi'Om detaHed X 
·study and providing tb.e specific reasons fOr iheir 
climitmtion. 

Verbal form, Simple Action 
Provide a decisiol\nlatrix defining ait~..··rnatives 

/No Action te1mination of cons·idered, components required to achieve the X 
~'Purjmse and Need" and wh<.'ther the required lease decision matrix does not 
components where present in each alternative 

add or clarify 

Have i'he·al.ternativcs considered been within the 
jurisdiction oftb~ agency to implement X 

Does the Altemative Aualysis include the "No 
Actiori" altern(ltfve'l X 

Does the al.t~rnativeana]ysis lead to thddent(ficatiOlr 
of a prefun'ed alternative that will meet.the'Jlurpose 
and,Necd 

X 

3 



l 
H 

I 
I 

I 
1 

NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Man11ging Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo tb,e Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Area Con:;idcred, Not Considered Jnadequatcly Not Not Remil.rks Subject Area Fully Disclosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Required 
(E_xplain in remarks) 

4.0 Affected Environment and 
Consequences 

Succinctly, b:ut c_ompletely, describe the environment 
of the area to be affected by resourc_e category, olearly 
ct.1ablishirJg bast:!line data against which the arujlysis 
is conducted. Present the couseq!lences, adverse and 
ht.'rteficiaJ, following ea.eh n:soltrCecategory for 

X direct,,in!')irect and cumulative effects as shown in the 
lQJlowing guiQ;:tUce, Mak.e concluding impact 
stateinents (analysis:) which J1ave supporting baseli:nc 
data described in the resource categOry. 

The ibllowing list of rcs,o~rces is PNv:id_!:)d M a 
checklist to assist the preparerin identifying the 
relevantrosources. Others to -be identified-by the 
pteparer may alSo be relevant. The pn;:parer_must use 
ptofessionaljudgment in determining which:rcsonrccs 
are rclevall_t N t11e a1l~lysis, 

--'-

OrgaO.i:r..atiOri E?:airipk (tbr C'ddue.<;ouree area) 
4.X Resmute 

4Xl Describe conditions_atthe_proj~-ct site and 
in the Region oflnlluetwe(RO'!). 

4.X.2 Consequynces 
X P~ferred Action 

Direct eflet:t'l 
!ildh:ecJ effects . 

Cwnulativc cll1.:cts 
Each Alternative 

Same 
No Action 

Same 

4 



NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Subject Area At'ea Considered, Not Considered Inadequately Not Not Remarks 
Fully DisclOsed Rekrvant to-Analysis Disclos!'!d Ojsclosed Required 

(Explain in remarks) 

4.1. Land Use 

Describe· project s.ite and contfg:Uolls·and StilTOUndirtg 
land use withinJhe Region of Influence. Conununity 
long range· plans s(!rveas_the baseline for the X cumulative effect analysis. This is the geographic 
s_ettiitg,_laud, and air space use. 

[l'l.c,ude recreation areas, _pafks, conservation areas, 
ptime i4nntands; timberlands,-etC. 

4.2 Aesthetic and Yisual Resources 

Answer question,JIOW proJect impacts X 
Street sct-ne, s~scape, skyliilc? Or wliateverpel1inent 
conditiQO.s are. Provide digital phottlS of project site 
and_ adjacent a.rea..'i. 

4.3 Geotogy/J>oils/Topography 
X 

Geologic st.n:tclure, aquifersJ seismicity. If discus,sed 
proVide supporting .maps and gtaphics. 

4.4 Hydrology 
X 

Drainage, ,Stonn water, erosion. If discussed provide 
supporting maps and gmphics. 

4.5 Water ·.Resources 

Groundwater &nd Surface water Sources, qun,otiHes~ 
quality, availability. uses andrigl.rts. If disct,J_ssed X 
provide supp<nt:ilig mtip_s ilnd graphics. 

(Note; potabJe water is treated in the jnfrastructure 
sectiOn) 

5 



NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Ml!nagtng Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Su~ject Area Area Considered, Not Considcrt"d Inadequately Not Not Rcma1·ks 
Fully Disclosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed DJsclosed Required 

{Explain in rcrnarks) 

4.6 Biological R""ourc~s 

Vegetation 

Types of ecosystems {e.g_. bardwood forest) 
X 

WildJlfe and aquatic resources 

Mammals, bJrds, ·tt·tiJes, anl]lll.ibians_, ftsh 
X 

managetnert.t pr:ogranjs if present (tlunting·, 
fisl1ing, trapping, etc.) 

Needs reference to critical 
ThreaJ!;.'UCd and Endangered :Species 

X habitat with supporting maps, 
Federally .listed or proposed fQr,listing and critical could do in the bulleted list; 
habitat.. If discussed-provide supporting maps and 

not referenced in FWS gmpl>ics' 
cotte~ondence 

Note: Endanger"d Speci"" Act, Se.cti(ln 
No species on station and no 
impacts to critical habitat 

7. Jfthe'p!'Oposed action will potentially impact on 
.FWS - Letter in appendix: no critical habitat or threatciled!etidaugered spec:ies, the 

vwru:er will officially coordinate the proposed action need tor fi.uther 
by letter with the tJS Fish and Wildlife Service, X correspondence document their response and include 1;lre 
correspondence chain in the Appt.'lldix, The affected 
enviromne.nt discussion wli!-coiltain a scpamte s~tion 
dealing withJhis issue~ which discu-ss the results of 
this· coordination.. fX!.cumCnt the fact if none <ife 

present as well. 

6 



NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 20.0.9 

Subject Area Area Considered, No.t Considered Inadequately Not Not Rentnrks 
Fully Disclosed Relevcnnt to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Required 

(ExPlain in remarks) 

Note: Wetlands, riparian are_as, In water resources section 
tidelands,. navigable waters: 

Jfthe: proposed action wilt or cou.ld impact wetlands, 
the preparer will COordinate with:the appropriate US 
Aliny .Engineer District to detennine lfthe proposed 

X -action affe_cts a regulated wetland ornavigablewnter. 
The response and chain of conespondence_Wi!l be 
included in the-Appendix. Ifthcsc regulated areas arc 
present,.appiXlpriate maps and descriptions will be 
itlcludcd. The document must d·istmguish between 
··-wetlands dt1ennination" and "wetlands delineation:'. 
Deterrnjnation refers only to nature.and type~_ 
Delineation reiCrs to specific quantities. Stat¢, in the 
"Pcmn.its Required" section if~ pennit is required. Jf 
disc1Jssed provide supporting maps and graphics. 

Note! Coasta!ZoneManagement 

The prepare!~ will coordinate v.ith the appro,prjate X State: Coastal Zone Management authoJityto 
detennine lfthe_prOpolted action is consi:;;tent wi(h the 
approve<f.COastal Zane de.veloprrtientplan. ResulL'>: of 
this coordi.n~ti_on and chaio of eorrespondence:Wilf be-
-include-in tb.e Appef!di}~ and describ_ed the. results and 
Conditions-in a sep_arate section in the Aft~ted 
Environment discussion. 'If discussed provi_de 
supponin~ mnps-aod_gmphics. 

4.7 Floodplains 
In water resources section 

Desp1ibe th.e-iloodpl\lin (JOQ ·¥r+ 500 yr)_, include-a X map if need~, ·in the project area, and describe 
impacts.created:~ythe pt'Oject in the conseguenc~. lf' 
discussed proVide. supporting maps and gniphics. 
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NEPA Quality Standatd and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Afr Nation"! Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Subject Area Area Cort<Jidered, Not Coosidc:red InadeqUately Not Not Remarks 
Fully Disclosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed' Disclosed Required 

(Explain in remarks) 

4.8 Air QUlllity 

lhcJudedilnate_,-'fahrfull_, and wind ifneccsslj._ty tp 
X conduct air quality or ot11er analysis, Keep climate 

discussion brief. 

lrlentify the Air QuaJity Control Region, nod alW,inment 
status. X 

Describe the,tunbient conditimls,,backgL'Ound emission 
sources, StatiOnary JUld incibile. X 

Final 2006 Air Emission 
.Note: L~t tlie analysis dctcnniDe compliance· with the Inventory done for 254 CCG, State '1n;~p,\ementatioti. Plan (SIP). Include a Recm;d of 
Non-Applicability, ifapprppriate, in the appropria~ 

X table included 
Appendix. 

4.9 Noise 

EXisting sou:rces, stationary and. mobile, ident.iJ.Y 
appJicable codes, ordinances, and managt:inent plan. 
Jdentify·potential no is¢ ilnpact~> and the anticipated miise X lhrcsho\d levels ffom-·projec;t. ffdiscussed identify noise 
sensitive receptors with suppot1;ing-maps and graphics. 

Potential historical buildings 
4.10 Cultu,·al'Re~ourccs 

on site, identified 
Identify historic building~ sites and arclu,leQlogicaLsites, 

X Native Ame~ican-asscts. lnclude state or tribal 
resour:ces. 

8 
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NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managijtg Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Subject Area Area Considered, Not C'..Ot).Sidered Inadequately Not Not Remarks 
Fu1J.y Disclosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Dis_closed Required 

(Explain-in remarks) 

Concurrence letter of no effect 
Note; ln compli~nc~ with the NHPASecti<m lOQ, 

in appendix coordinate the proposed m~_tionaod detenninations with 
the apPropriate State Historic P:r_escrvat~on Officer 
(SBPO). nocumerlt the.resuits intlictext and include 
the cllain of coq'L"Sl)<.mdt.'11Ce ·tn the Appendix. Any 
action, whicb·adversely effects these resoumes, n~quires X 
consultation with the Advismy Council on HistOJic 
Presj::rvulion (ACHP) as well. The results of 
Prognurunatic Agreements and. Memoranda of 
Agn:'!ements will be described in tlie teXt and the 
documents included in the Appendix; 

Native American letter 
Note: Determine if Native Ametican (Tribal 

X declining participation in P-reservation Office~) coordination is required, Jnclude 
the chain of correspondence in the appcndix-wld discuss appendix 
the process in the texl 

h1frastr~cture available 
Lacking, could simply be in 

4.ll bulleted f(mn; no bearing on 
Potable water action 
Wastewater Treatment 
Electric power supr~Y X Natural gas supply 
Fuel oil.' coal 
Solid waste dispoSn.l 

D~:.'Scribe·thc distat\(<C to nearest source, supply t.'flpacity, 
avcr<:j:ge daiJy ~e. ·altemativcs fhr SUJ?PlY and .waste 
systcinS, lind available capacity to acconnuodaty the 
·propu<;ed action/alternatives, 

9 



NEPA Quality Stand!lrd and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Subject Area Area Considered, Not Considered lnadcquatdy Not Not Remarks 
Fully Discl{lsed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Requirt'<l 

(Explain in remarks} 

4.13 Roadways/Traffic 

Describe the [l)adway network sCJYing, the prQiCCt area. 
Include existing traf'fic-conditlonS", discuss: levels of X 
optmtion in accepted unitS. Evaluate impacts of 
iinposing the t&ffic increase of the project upon that 
qaseline data. 

4.14 Hai!'ardoiiS Materials 
TECP letter in appendix 

Describe stont,gc, handling,_ use, disposal_, 
Containlnatt.'d sitt'S arid status of cleanup X 
Specia1 Ha?.ards. Asbe:.~ps. Radon, Le.."'.d-base paints, 
l)CBs, UST a:n:dASt,~unexploded Ordnance. 

Note: Th_erequitements ofCERCLA, CERFAr 
Phase I ECP report 
required w1der AR 200-l FFCA, RCRA, and. EO 12088 will be addressed in an 

Envirorunental Due Diligence Study. bnc diligence 15-5( c )2 fur transfer land 
l:equircs:, at a minimum, pl'eparation of an environmental lease, TECQ letter date assessment called a "PhaSe J Environmental Site 
Assessment" or simply n ··'·Phase I". Jf the Phase t study Nqv 23, 2004 may suffice, 
·intlicates the Ukely presence of a "«.-'f;ognized needs legal opinion environmental condition", a "Phase ll" charnL'teiization 
study must also be· conducted. 

Preferred Action - Short 
4.J5 Sodocconomic ., 

tenn impacts, only while 
Identify economic Region of Influence (ROI) 

X empty, over!l]l no impacts 
Demographics should include min01:ity and low-income 

No Action- adverse populations, employment. housing) schools, shops, 
whatever is rcleyanJ- in tbe ROL Evaluate ccottomic impacts because would 
impacts to the Ror generated by impleme:11ting the 

remain empty pl'oj'ect. 

. 
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NEPA Qualil:y Standard and Qualil:y Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft F:A for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

S ubje>:t Area Area ConsidCrc<.l, Not. Considered ltiadequately Not Nol Remarks 
Fuily Di:·;cfoscd Relevant t(t Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Requjrcd 

(E;tpl~!il:l in1'emarks) 

4.16 Environmental .Jus !Ice and 
Protection of Children EO 12898 

Using minority and low~income popUL1tions data X 
genetat® abrwe- identit)r-_and ev-,duate dis proportionate 
il)1pacts upqn t;l;les_e resourc,;:s. Eval.uate imp~ct~ to 
children> if any. 

4.17 Health and Human Safety 
No Action- potential 
hliman safety because 

Identify and evaluate various stressors potentially X attract while empl:y 
aflWting health and safety. Document relevant Preferred Action-chemical, physical, behavioral, or psychol()gical 

occupied -no vagrant strcssors,_ Document and evaluate safety and accident 
hazards. 

Teffilinate lease, removes 
4.18 PermitsiRegulatory Authorizations 

X requirements 
lnclude all pcm1its ~Qd ~uthorizaHons XC9-Uired lbr -
implementing. operating, an9for maintnining the 
propost.-d 1tCtion. 
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NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Subject Area At:ea Considered, Not Considered Jna •. h .. 'quateiy Not Not Remarks 
-Fully Disclosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Required 

(Explain in-remarks) 

4.19 Cumulative Impacts 

This section summarizes overall cwnuJative effects. 
Specific cumulative effects have been included with 
each_ resource categOl)<. 

EvalUate eft'Ccts.o~prQposcd action/i.tltcmativcs 
superimposed on past. present and reasNlably 

X 
foreseeable future-actions. 

Develop data in tl\e Land Use Section that describes 
past1 present ·and fUture use of the cm1tiguous area's. 
IdentifY land use trends (future} in tlte ptoject ROI. 
These.q.ata .lxx:ome the baseline for conducting the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

4.21 Envitortntental Design 
Col\sillerations{MitigaJioJ!-

This section SlmU'i:Je-dCvelopC<t based on a hierarchy of: 

L Applying Best Management Prac'tices (BMP), 

2. Avoiding and minimizing, to the maximum extent X practicable, impac'ts to cndaugered:spccJcs, 
wetlands a:nd historjc/cultural resources 

3. ''[n Kind"' mitigation, (e,g,, 9 acres of wetlands wilf 
be created to nll:..et destruCtion of 3 acres by -fill 
material. 

Note: All mjtigation efforts shall be based on industry 
cstablis)led BMP's, conservation measures in USFWS 
Recovery Plans, and recommcn.dations/pcrniit 
requirement..<> from regulatory agencies. 
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NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency MaMging Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Subj.ect Area Area Considered, Not Consi.d~red Inadequately Not Not Remarks 
Fully Disclosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Djsclosed Required 

(EXpluitdn remarks) 

4.22 Comparison/Decision 1\latrix of 
No matrix presented 

Potential Impacts 

Oeyelop a matrix, Sel.~p on "X:" and ''Y" axis to identify 
X impacts by altematives,-_define if temporary or 

pennanent im,pa"'4 wheth(:f impact is insignificant, 
-signifiCant. or bcneficinl, -and mitigation strategy 
prop'!_sed. 

Note: Tbe:.matrix should _present a clear one· page 
summary of all alter.nafive.s- in relation to impact and-
n:iltigation. The matrix will combine the facts 
establisl1ed in Section 4.20. and 4.2l and present the 
deci'sion maker with the tools to evaluate the. 
tempomry/pennanent impacts and a11 e:ostS, direct and 
indirc<:t, associated with _the alternatives, 

5.0 References 

This scction.sltou'ld provide a bib1iogmphical X inrQnnation of sources cited in the docu.JUent. NonnaUy 
only rcfCrenc.es that can Ire .reasonably obtained .by the 
public are cited. 

-'-

6.0 List ofPreparers 

The Ust ofJ)tel.)arers ·should be diverse Cllil'Ugh to (,"'lsurc 
X a·muliidi~lpline approach to theen.vironntctltalllJld 

socioeconomic anillyses. 
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NEP A Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Proje~t Air National Guard Project Title & Date 'Draft EA for Closure fo the GadandANG Station, May 2009 

Subject Area Area Considered; Not Con:;idered Inadequately Not Not Remarks 
FUlly DisClosed Relevant to Analysis Disclosed Disclosed Rl>quired 

(Explnih in remarks) 

7.0 List of Individuals and Agencies 
Missing list 

Consulted 

Listind1vidual)lames, agencies. and. organizations-Of X 
any) contact<.'(}, tbniata -and intbnnation in support of the 
analysis ·whether or ndt a reSj:mnse was reCeiVed. Only 
contacts ·outside tile prt:paring agency are listed. 

Appendix: 

Provide copies of all offiCial con-espondcnce·selttor 
receiv~ ti:olll resource rcgulatpcy agencjes for the 

X 
project or operation. 

Findhtg of No Significant Impact 

The FONSI jS a scparnte, brief document, usually no 
longer .tha,n two page&, presenting reasons. why the 
proPosed action would not significantly affect the human 
enVitonment. Itdocunients-thedecis'ion that nn EfS is 

X not required. 

!. Name the action 
2. Bri_cfdcscrfption of the selected (prefem:d) ~ction 
3. Brief discussion of likely effects 
4. Reasoning behlnd the detctillination ot 110 

sigrriticant effects. 
5. Identify ~voidance, mlnimjzatio.n, and mitigal.ipn 

mea~ul'es implem~;:ntcd for theprojeyt 
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NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard I'roje£t Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Rec~td <if J)ecision (ROD) 

Final step:in the EIS process. It iS a concise_ public 
doctunent that sets fNth the.decisioll, identifies the 
altematives_·aflci factors consid6:cd, the-prefened' X alternative and any tnitigation meas.ures_ to Jes:sen 
'impacts to the environ~nent·tt. summarizes major issues 
and effects balanced Qy the_ agency in reaching p. 
dt.-cision. ~111cROD shall.be-submitted to HQ INS fur 
signature. 

Adininistrative Record 
Needed at completion of 
process 

111e AdministrnJivc Record is.the.f.<ntiJ:ety of all Wtitten X infonnation:, including e~nails·and Fax transmittals-, 
obta[ned,.aud:rclied upou.during the NEPA process. At 
tltc·completion ofthe·process,11te Administrative 
RGCOrd should be compiled in logicalotganlzation,and 
pmvided to the propnnen~-and!m INS Facilities and 
Engineering for retention. 
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NEPA Quality Standard and Quality Assurance Checklist 

Agency Managing Project Air National Guard Project Title & Date Draft EA for Closure fo the Garland ANG Station, May 2009 

Document Quality Assurance Checldist 
YES No Additional Comments/Remarks 

I. Has the document fonnat, organizntio1i' and quaiily standard have been flAlo\vL'tl. X 

2. Is each section is specific to the topic ro_ld do~ not mix subjects. X 

J. Was the:documer!t prepared with an intentisciplinary team ofsubject matter experts, as shown in list of X 
preparers. 

4. Has the document has been edited lbr one Voice, wJitten Jn layman's language, CITOl' free. X 

5 .. Is subJec_t bas_eline data sufficient to support analysis/findings slatements and the putpose and need for the 
project X 

6. Have aU conclusions and /findings statements been SUJJPOited by baseline data and com'Spondencc. X 
See individual sections 

7. Has all extraneous data or HJxt been removed from the document X 

. 

~. 'Have tutorials been avoided, and dnly narrative necessary to supp01t analy$is has been included. X 

9. i)pesthc document -eontains.sufficient site plans, Geographic lnfonnatiou Systems (GIS) mapping, graphics and 
digital phOtoS to accurately t<...'Pi'esent the .Project.site/S and all biologically sensiti:ve areas and wetlands in and 
immediatelY a(ljacent to the proJect footprin_t, accL"Ss roads, and ~onstrQ:ction suppott areas. 

X 

tO. Have GIS mapping data, digital photos and.Gtohal Positioning Systems (GPS) coordinates l.tsed to devx:lop the 
supporting gmphics. [-lave coordinateS and mn(tplng beenprovided in ari electronic tOnuat that was previously X 
coordinated with the . .facilities and Enginecring(F&E) Divi.sioo GIS admin..istrator. 

Agency Project Manager Signature _____________________ Date __________ _ 

Project Evaluator 
(\ .. " )lv'+{J / 

Signature ·~~ · ~ 
I ' 
\/ 

Date_w_· -~~·~~,~--0-<-l-
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05!A 21 2005 15:26 FAX 

John Hall, Chaii'RWl 
Pam Reed, Commissioner 
Peggy Gamer, Commissioner 

·--

TEXAS WATER COMMISSION 
PllOTEC11NC TEXANS' HI.4L'nl AND SAFETY JJY rllEYBJmNG AND 1/EDUCINC POU.UT70N 

Ms. Mona Johnson 
Texas Air National Guard 
136 CES/DE 
8150 West Jefferson Blvd. 
Hensley Field 
Dallas , Texas 75211-9570 

June 25, 1992 

Re: Closure Report Review 
254 Combat Communication Group 
901 South Glenbrook Dr. 
Ga land (Dallas county) . Texas 
(LPST 0. 100426 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

~002/024 

lJ(LJL 
RECEIVED-. 

JUL -I 9? 

FIELD OPERATIONS DIVISI ON 

We have completed our review of the underground storage tank 
closure report dated June 16, 1992 submitted by Tank Systems, Inc. 
and received in our Office on June 18, 1992 addressing the closure 
at the above referenced facility. Based upon this and other 
currently available information, we concur with the actions 
described in your closure letter and conclude that no further 
assessment or other actions are necessary at this time. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Tony Walker at 
(214)298-6171. Your cooperation in this matter has been 
appreciated. 

Charles D. Gill 
District Manager / 

TLW 

cc: Mr. Ron Pedde , RPR Section , PST Division 
(P.O. Box 13087 , Austin , Texas 78711-3087) 

REPLY TO: DISTRICf 4 I 1019 N. DUNCANVIlLE ROAD I DUNCANVIU.E, TEXAS 75116-2201 I ARI!.A CODE 214/298-6171 I METRO 2~951 

P.O. Box I 3087 • 1700 North Congress Avenue • Austin, Texas 78711-3087 • 512/463-7830 

I'IIINnD ON JIEQ'CUJ> J'APER 



LPST Database Query Results 
The data was last updated on March 8, 2005. 

~PST ID #: 100426 ~(Facility ID #: 0002981 
Facility Name: GARLAND AIR NATIONAL GUARD STATION 
Discovered: 9/2711991 jR.eported: 101711991 
Facility Address: 901 S GLENBROOK, GARLAND 75040-
County: DALLAS 
TNRCC Region Number and City: 04, ARLINGTON 
Federal Facility?: N 

Responsible Party: TEXAS AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

Address: 8150 W JEFFERSON BLVD, DALLAS, TX 75211-
Contact: MS MONA JOHNSON, jPhone: 214 269-3389 
Priority Code and Descritption: 5, MINOR SOIL CONTAMINATION- DOES NOT 
REQUIRE A RAP 
Status Code and Description: 6A, FINAL CONCURRENCE ISSUED, CASE CLOSED 
Water Contaminated?: N Depth to Water: 

Coordinators: Primary: 2 RPR: RPR DISTRICT: MBT 
Glossanes of terms used m the Correspondence Type, TNRCC ActiOn, and Staff 
columns. 

pondence L t A t' 
Date as c 100 

RQTEXSTN 3/2/1992 FINAL 6/25/1992 DIST 
NLMONIT 6/18/1992 FINAL 6/25 

FINAL 6/25/1992 DIST 



nAr<--C:1J-C:UUo MON 02: 16 PM TCEQ/REMED/CAS FAX NO. 512 2392346 

J,; il,: ;·11 l t;./!llcll Wliit1·. Chmmum 

I·' j;, 'l•';dph · M.,t·qL,H'/. 1 C()JJI!Ii/1·1/oncr 

1 ill'l.l l~. ~;ll\';'.vJ, ( ~r'~JrJru/r:.~~~:,!IJI.'r 

·- .. -·· •" 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

i\ II. l }:. n ti i ~1 [v! ;11 c.~; 

! t;virolrinc.rl1;1[ M<lllil[~cr 

1'.0. no,-.;. tl(il635 
( .;,rJnnd, Tcx11c;: 750'1(1 

/'rtJtcdinp Tex!l.> by Rrcluc·ini] and /'rCIJtmllnll Pollution 

November 23, 2004 

P. 02 

i: (:: Report- "AfT{.:C::te<l Property Assessment Report," di'ltccl Scptcrnbcr 9, 2004- Approv;!l 
J\ppr<)Val nfl'tt:~ll1cdy Slandard A- R<:!Sidcnti~tl 
~\la(ion Dwin.1gc i\rCti hnd Fence Line, (:iarlancl A1r National (mard St~don, 221 sl Cumb;il 
( 'ollJJ'\11Jiiic;l! ion Squaclron, Gm:lcmd, Texas 
TC:EQ l-';i(:Jilily JD No. T J GW 

1'1•<:'· T~.:x:.w C'orn1.11i~s!on on F,Hvirorlnlcntal Quality (TCTIQ) has reviewed the above rcrcrcncecl 
":t1h!l'ti\l:.d, d:il-:•d Sl"·1)it)lnhor 9, 2004. Tile Affeclcd Properly Assessment Report (APAR) W<tS 

.u:.>lllii.tcd in t·c:-:po\l~)C: to thi.! TCEQ kt.tc;r dalcd, March 24, 2004, which liOtillccl the Department of 

':111: .1\lil\y' ;1nll Air !Ioree N;:tlional Guard BuremJ of the closure rcC]uiremcnls of the Tc.:xns Risk 
i~t ductinn Prc'L~r:m1 (TRRP) of 30 Texas Aclministmlivc Code (TAC) Chaplc.:r 350. Previous 
: W',,:;l 1!r,.li i~111"' l activities nnd rcmcdia 1 :-1ctions were con<lLJctccl in 1991 anc11994 witlt ~dditionnl soil 
,klill•.::~tinn in 200J, lllcreforc, the above mentioned submill~l is intc:nrled to he a final jnvcstignlion 
1.1 nt v.c:cb:. to g~1in !:;ilt..l dosurc. The Gf.l.rlancl Guard Station submitte<l the APAR in response; I o historic 
l'.u ;l:tt n i n:·lf ion ;1::; a rc~:ull ofp;1 lllt :mel g:1so \iuc waste disposal pmcticcs at tho clr<li nnge area and fence 
l i l\1:· o C 1.11 o vVl;:stcnl llropcrty bom\cl.nry. 

f.\:lscd on Lhc TC FQ review o ftlte r~port, Tc.:xas Risk Hecluction Program (TRR.P) Remedy Stnndnrd 
1\ n l;rt(d,mlit.tl Prot.1·,0tiv.n Cm\cG1ntr:1tion Level A (PC'Ls:) b;wr: br\r:n rir.11irwF:r~ i111C',h 1hi11 no l11J)I,ihi\l<mll\ 
Cc>nltol o1· p<.l:-il-rw;ponsc nclion can.J is required. No further action is required l\ndcr 30 Tu,..~as 
;\dlJ,·indrarivc.~ Cnt.lc (TAC) §.150 for !he ~bovc-rcfcrencccl nrc<1s. 

t1; onkr tn n11.1ln rtemt;Lly Stnnd(lrd A under TRRP, all industrial solid vvaste and municip:tl 
h:l~':l\'di)\IS wa!>tc ~111d waste rcsidt'ICS mnst he wmovcd or !1econtaminr~tet1 from affected mc(1ia (i.e., 
~;, ,; l, :,:11d:1ct~ w:ll,r:r, ;.~r<.ll1nr1Wtl ltr1 air, etc.) to npplicab lc humnn heallh nnd ecologica I based strmdn rds 
:·11d •Ji 1 .·ri: 1. .l not tlc:::rto be rclcnsccl ft·om lhe re.quircrnen t to Jllc a.n institution:t! control in acconlnnce 
will1 31J 'fJ\C: ~150 Snbr.l1r-1ptcr F, CO!llnminnnts tbat remain in place mu~t not cxcc~d Residc;ntinl 
!·1-.L,;. 



ttMr~.--c:T.::uu:J nuN Uc: 1 I I-'M lGI:bl/f{EMED/CAS 

''v1i" .;\ hrt•:.i 

:•;tcility rD No. TlC,09 
('a.~·,\\ ./. 

-,[ov,:·lnbcr :23, :200-~-

FAX NO. 512 2392346 P. 03 

!)ic:n,_; be; ;.\ware th:1t it is tho continuing obligation of persons associated with a site to cnsme Lh<lt 
1 111 111 I ui p11i li!l\'.111 d u lliJ '·'·'IJI d.u llJ lll iutlut.lL iLtluu li ll ~~.•udu lLJ u JJJLLJ JuguJ i11 u Jmu JJIUJ wJl1uJnluUJu 1wL Lllilli.IU 

t ht) d i ·\('.ha q:;c or i1lll\l incnt tbrctlt. of discharge of waste inlo or <tc~ <tcent to waters in the swtc, a 
1'11l:,ilncc. or th1.: J.:~ttr.!::ln!,!.cmv.:nt of the pt1b1ic health and \A.H-:lfMrc:· 'll rcc]'llirr.'d by 30 TAC 9335.4. Tf 
1:1,; :1c.:1ivit.io:-i de::;,· dbcd in the repon fail to comply with these requirements, please t<ll<~ any 
1 cc:.:::;~;;~;y nnd <Jnlltorizcd nction to correct such conditions. A TCEQ field inspector m;ty conduct 
• '' ;,l,'•JII.·.Ai .. Ju 1;f'll11.i ~.ilc l1J dwl\.iWIJJJI.i vvmpliwn .. v vvill1 ll1v .J.IIj.JI.nl. 

'- ltH.:~tlOilR conccmmg lhrs lct!cr should be dm:crcd to me at() 12) :.t3~-3Do. Wilen responding by 
o L\11. )>k.,,.,c; iJI.IIHIII\ ,1,1,1 llll,~;,ll-lLLI LUlU Ullt;. \.-UJ.--'Y ut <Ill '-'V1I1,.;.;)fiU11U\.-II\.-v <IUU l'-'JJU!L.') LV d11.; I \-1.:-1..,~ 
C:ut!u .. liv.; Adi11u SccliDll <·illv{i~.il Clnlc MC-127 will! a11 <.JJdilioua1 WJlY ::;ubn1illr:ll lll tbc: lut:11l 
1 ( li(J '[( .. (~t:kl\'1 ('Jl'i'lcc. 1 no ln~ormminn ln tl1e rctercncc block should be Included In nl1 s11bmlwus . 

.... -~~ 1..11. , ·; ·T1: -i l-1'1.)., •.. 'J."'.,.

0 \.1 . I 
I 

J ttll [,, \HTilby, .r'roju:t l\tbn::tgor 
'l (:~llli If c:mn~cli\'t\ r\r.linn ,c;I~Ciinn 
1-~(·n·rcdtntion .Divi~;iou 

T::~xa~; CorrunisBi.on on Envirownc.nrnl Quality 

1'1: Waste Prownrn Manager, TCBQ Region 4 Office, DFW 


